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1.	  Introduction	  
	  
Social media platforms are expanding in reach and influence. This development marks an essential 
shift in how the Internet has evolved to be a platform for two-way communication, collaboration, 
coordination and interaction (Kavada 2009). At the same time, social media platforms such as 
Instagram provide new tools when working with strategic communication, be it by a corporation or 
a non-governmental organization (hereafter NGOs). Despite all expectations around the potential 
that surrounds these platforms, significant gaps in knowledge remain about the opportunities 
(Macnammarra & Zerfass 2012) and whether this potential is being fully utilized (van Dijck 2012) 
by the people using them as tools for strategic communication by the host of the platform or the 
users and supporters.   
    For NGOs social media has become central to resource mobilization, raising awareness and 
reaching potential volunteers, activists and donors. Some online functions performed by NGOs are 
informing the public about the organization and its mission, as well as interacting with donors and 
volunteers (Waters et al 2009b), marketing, branding, and awareness-raising (Waters & Jones 
2011), promoting image and fundraising (Seo et al 2009), mobilization to participate (Kavada 
2012), promoting news and accomplishments (Waters & Lo 2012) and providing a space for 
interaction (Kavada 2012).  
This project will look at the organization charity: water, an American based NGO working with 
providing clean drinking water in developing countries. Charity: water’s use and appearance on 
social media platforms are pivotal for the organization’s work, since they raise more than 60 pct. of 
donations online (dutiee.com). This project will analyze how charity: water presents itself on 
Instagram, and how users interact with charity: water and how users interact amongst themselves on 
charity: water’s Instagram page.   
    This project will present a theoretical foundation based first in general social media use, for 
strategic communication, and as specifically used by NGOs. The project will also draw on concepts 
from discourse analysis. These two frameworks will allow us to approach how charity: water 
utilizes/presents itself via social media and especially to give perspective to the nature of 
interactions that occur on social media. This project will focus on how discourses are generated, or 
established by charity: water in posted content on Instagram, and then move on to investigate the 
reception, interpretation and negotiation of these discourses by looking at the comments that follow.   
We will investigate user reactions towards the content as well as what happens when charity: water 
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engages, or chooses not to engage, with users on social media. We will investigate how meaning is 
negotiated in the social context of online communication. The abovementioned forms our research 
question.  	  
1.1	  Research	  Question	  
How	  are	  different	  discourses	  on	  charity:	  water	  generated	  by	  the	  NGO	  on	  their	  Instagram	  profile,	  
and	  how	  are	  these	  discourses	  negotiated	  by	  the	  interactions	  amongst	  social	  media	  users	  and	  the	  
interactions	  between	  the	  users	  and	  the	  NGO?	  	  
	  
1.2	  Introduction	  to	  charity:	  water	  
At the very start of this project, we looked at several NGOs social media pages with two aims. This 
was in order to understand how they generally use social media and also to decide which NGO to 
use as a case. At this stage, we made some simple observations that led to focusing on charity: 
water as our case, for instance charity: water engages on several different platforms and more so, 
they maintain and seem active on the platforms adding content on a daily basis.  
Charity: water (hereafter c: w) is a U.S. based non-profit organization whose mission is to bring 
clean drinking water to developing nations. The organization was founded in 2006, and since then 
they have gathered wide support on social media platforms, such as Facebook and Instagram with 
around 232,000 followers and 317,000 likes, respectively (facebook.com, instagram.com, a). The 
organization works closely with local partners in the areas in which they operate. The local 
implementing partners assist in determining areas and communities of greatest need while also 
drilling and maintaining the wells.   
    C: w raises over 60 pct. of the funds through their digital channels and social media. The 
fundraising strategy is about raising small amounts of money from thousands of individual donors 
rather than being dependent on large but fewer donors. As stated by Director of Digital at c: w, 
Paull Young, ”Our focus at Charity: water is on building a grassroots movement of inspired people 
actively giving, fundraising and influencing their peers” (dutiee.com). In other words, the strategy 
is to make simple calls to action using social media and receive broad support in return. This is 
done by building an online community of individuals who know, love, and share the work of the 
organization with their own network.   
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    Paull Young further explains c: w’s online strategy as consisting of three pillars: ”The first one is 
about inspiring people, the second is about providing a platform for people to make an impact and 
the third is about providing reporting to show them their impact” (mashable.com, a). The most 
important thing for c: w is how to inspire people to spend their time and energy on fundraising for 
clean water. They further believe that by helping people to see their positive impact, fundraisers 
become repeat fundraisers, and more importantly the one-time donors will become fundraisers.   
    C: w has launched several campaigns with the focus on making it easy for people to engage and 
raise funds for example by starting their own fundraising campaigns. These campaigns are all aimed 
at being easy for people without any further qualifications to take part in, by providing guides and 
tips on their webpage (my.charitywater.org).   
    One example is their birthday campaign where supporters give their birthday in the name of 
charity by pledging their birthday via social media: “Share your pledge to let the world know you're 
serious” (charitywater.org, b).	  On the supporter’s birthday, he or she asks his or her online network 
on their birthday to support with donations for clean water through their own personal fundraising 
page. In 2013, 7942 supporters pledged their birthday for clean water (charitywater.org, a).  
In 2013, c: w passed the $100,000,000 milestone in dollars raised for water projects and operations. 
According to their annual report from 2013, c: w managed to bring clean water to almost a million 
people that year, helping their four millionth person and funding their eleven thousandth water 
project (Ibid.).	  	    
    The same report states that c: w made significant progress in 2013 in their work in the 15 
countries where they are operating. During that year 151,991 donors completion reports were sent 
in order to show the supporters exactly where the money went. This is a five-time increase 
compared to the year before. In 2013 their efforts resulted in 3,877 funded water projects, and 
1,380,681 people were served. Additionally, they managed to launch their first maintenance 
program in Tigray, Ethiopia, which secures the sustainability of future projects in the communities 
over time. As they conclude in the report: “ We believe that once clean water starts flowing, it 
shouldn’t stop” (Ibid.).  
 
1.3	  Introduction	  to	  Instagram	  
Instagram is an online mobile photo- and video-sharing site, where you can create an account to 
upload photos and short videos. The platform was founded in 2010 and reached 300 million users 
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by December 2014 (mashable.com, b). Depending on the users’ privacy settings, the photos can be 
shared with either followers or made visible for anyone using Instagram. The platform offers 
possibilities for editing photos by adding photographic filters. Furthermore, users have the 
opportunity to duplicate the post on their profiles on other social media platforms. Before uploading 
the image, the user can add a caption linked to the picture, and tag the location for the photo and 
other users (instagram.com, b). The site offers a possibility to like pictures and share pictures, as 
well as commenting on them. In this sense there is an opportunity for a two-way communication 
process, which makes it an interesting platform for our research. Every social media platform has its 
distinct features, which makes it impossible to generalize the whole social media landscape based 
by a study on Instagram only. However, the fact that Instagram offers a possibility for interaction 
with and between users gives us the opportunity to look at the negotiation of discourse in a social 
media context, which is a central aim of this project.  	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2.	  Theory	  
In the following section we will outline theoretical frameworks for social media and for discourse 
analysis in order to build the foundation to address our research questions. Social media theory sets 
the ground for the possibilities online communication offers. We outline how social media can 
specifically be used in strategic communication, as well as how NGOs actually use such platforms. 
Under social media theory we also include a critical perspective stating some challenges of 
engaging in social media. Discourse theory is relevant for our study, as we view discourse as a tool 
to look at the verbal, visual and social dimensions of communication. Later in methodology we will 
go deeper into showing how we can activate our use of discourse by situating our data as a 
discursive practice, that is as the production and reception of texts in the specific context of social 
media. 
    We can take these two theoretical frameworks forward to examine how c: w uses verbal and 
visual cues to establish a discourse, and how social media users negotiate the presented discourse as 
either collaboratively amongst themselves or as two-way communication between themselves and 
the NGO. 
 
2.1	  Introduction	  to	  Social	  Media	  
A central aim in this project is to understand the use of social media as a platform for participation 
and two-way communication with which NGOs generate and present their discourses and engage in 
interaction with social media users. Therefore, we will first outline relevant theoretical perspectives 
on social media, and present analytical concepts such as collaborative meaning creation, 
communication as ongoing interaction, and the uncontrolled and negotiable nature of content 
online. 
    Social media has been associated with multiple concepts and definitions, stressing various forms 
of online sociality. The term social media is often linked to the concept of web 2.0. The term web 
2.0 was coined in 2005 by Tim O’Reilly, listing some of the main characteristics as participatory 
instead of publishing, users as contributors, remixing data, collective intelligence etc. (Fuchs 2014: 
32). It is important to mention that the notion of web 2.0 as something radically new and different 
from earlier stages of the web has been widely criticized. For example Matthew Allan (2012) and 
Trebor Scholz (2008) argue that the technologies that constitute social media and web 2.0 are not 
new. However, the level of usage and the power relations are changing (Fuchs 2014). Even though 
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the academic research on the potential of social media has mainly been developed during the last 
decade of rapid growth in Internet use, Kent and Taylor established the potential of relationship 
building via the web as early as 1998 when they discussed the value of the web as a “dialogic 
communication medium” (1998:331). 
    The development of digital technologies and social media marks a fundamental shift in our view 
of the Internet from a relatively static page that transmits information one-way, to a platform for 
collaboration, coordination and interaction (Kavada 2009:129). Understanding social media means 
to engage with the different forms of sociality on the Internet. There is importance in the rise of 
social networks sites like Facebook and LinkedIn, video sharing sites like YouTube, photo sharing 
sites such as Instagram, blogs and micro blogs such as Twitter. What makes these sites distinct is 
that they are integrated platforms that combine many information and communication technologies 
such as pages, digital images, connection, comments etc. They support communication, 
collaborative work, content sharing or community building, transforming one-way communication 
into two-way communications and thereby transform people from content readers into active 
creators (Fuchs 2014: 7). Communication on social media, as a type of online communication, has 
the following distinct features that separate it from more traditional modes of communication:  
 
·     Negotiable and uncontrolled refers to how social media enables users to play an active role in 
generating content, rather than passively consuming content created by others. The 
communication is always in-the-making and therefore an inherently negotiable type of 
communication that cannot be controlled by any single actor (Gulbrandsen & Just 2011:1098). 
·   Hyper-public points to the fact that with the growing amount of social media sites, the private 
becomes public as people are increasingly publicizing their personal life on the Internet. 
Furthermore, online communication facilitates participation, and people are increasingly 
contributing to public debate as citizen-consumers (Gulbrandsen and Just 2011: 1100). 
·    Two-way mass communication characterizes how online we appear as individual actors that 
directly interact with a minority, and indirectly interact with the majority. For example, in the 
case of Facebook and Instagram the author of the page interacts directly with the few 
commenting on posts, but both the posts and the comments are read by others. Online 
communication is a “two-way mass communication where one interacts directly with few, and 
indirectly with many” (Gulbrandsen and Just 2011: 1100). 
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2.1.1	  Social	  Media	  Used	  for	  Planned	  Communication	  
Social media platforms offer new tools when working with planned communication. In this project 
we are working with a strategic communication framework, more precisely examples of an NGO’s 
planned communication strategy. Even though we are not focusing on the overall strategy, we are 
looking at social media platforms as a form of communication campaign, thus it is important to give 
a brief account of strategic communication. 
    “A communication campaign is a planned effort on behalf of a sender to influence some or all 
groups in society with a certain message “ (Windahl et al. 2009:26). With strategic communication, 
there will always be a goal. There are different steps to define the aim with the communication. 
This includes defining competing communication for the same audience and/or with the same 
message, target group, message, medium etc. With planned communication on social media the 
playing field can be wider but also more complex, when wanting to communicate strategic with a 
certain goal.  
    According to Windahl, Signitzer and Olsen communication never takes place in isolation, and 
therefore the communication planner needs to consider different contexts. They list five important 
contexts: time, space, the social environments, the cultural context and public opinion. According to 
Gulbrandsen and Just (2011), social media is time-space free, meaning that online communication 
is not dependant on, nor defined by offline time and space. What is still important to pay attention 
to is the three last contexts: the social environment, the cultural context and public opinion. The 
social environment refers to how different social groups communicate in different ways. The 
cultural context refers to the fact that the receivers of the communication belong to cultures or 
subcultures in society which is not necessarily similar to the sender’s. The symbolic universes and 
mental maps of the culture can challenge the establishment of meaningful communication bonds. 
Lastly public opinion means that when communication is planned, it is also sent, received, shared, 
and interpreted within the certain public opinion. This refers to the combination of ideas, opinions, 
beliefs, values, and evaluations embraced by a given society in a given period (Windahl et al. 
2009:36). These contexts are crucial for communication online, as communication occurs with a 
very wide target group, across social environments, cultural contexts and public opinion. This can 
offer both challenges and opportunities. 
    The rise of social media creates new opportunities for two-way communication and more 
collaborative work. According to Gulbrandsen and Just, this form of online communication requires 
going beyond the understanding of communication as a linear movement from sender to receiver. 
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Communication processes should not be viewed as a transmission, but described in collective, 
open-ended and recursive terms, where the dynamics of communication occur in an ongoing 
interaction. Communication is not the work of independent actors nor does it unfold according to 
the will or intention of the communicator. People are not passing on information, but creating it as a 
collaborative and creative process (Gulbrandsen & Just 2011:1102). 
    With emphasis on collaboration social media opens up for new ways of collective action. 
“Digital communication technologies are thought to be facilitating the quick and easy organisation 
of collective action” (Kavada 2011:1). These platforms emphasize peer production, collaboration 
and interaction. Hereby collaboration becomes a key concept, leaning on the notion of co-creation, 
meaning an act of creation or interaction by at least two or more (Gulbrandsen & Just 2011:1103). 
Our understanding of collaboration leans on the description of the term as “neither a normative 
concept in the sense of being an equal or egalitarian process nor in the sense that it should lead to 
consensus. A collaborative process (…) can lead to disagreement as well as agreement (Ibid.).   
    Working with strategic communication, the NGO will be working towards a goal, be it an 
information campaign or encouraging a specific behaviour. When evaluating the effectiveness for 
the communication, the NGO will have to look at both the intended, manifest and foreseen effects 
as well as the latent and unintended effects. These can both be dysfunctional and negative as well as 
functional and positive (Windahl et al. 2009:141). It is important to mention, that a latent effect may 
prove to be far more important than an intended one. Working on social media, which opens up for 
collaboration, means even more possibilities for unforeseen effects.  As Gulbrandsen and Just 
stress, no one has control or absolute power online. When posting online, everyone has the 
opportunity to share his or her points of view, and when communication is viewed as a never-
ending process, persuading people through single statements seldom succeeds online. Instead these 
statements invite others to collaborate and participate in the creation and negotiating of the meaning 
(Gulbrandsen & Just 2011:1104).  
    Social media provide, or have the potential to provide, organizations with an effective platform 
on which to create dialogues and communicate directly with the users, hereby also allowing users to 
communicate freely with each other. This potentially creates a discourse that is largely outside the 
control of the organization (Phillips & Young 2009:6). Online communication should be understood 
as a process in which meaning is collectively created. Meaning does not lie comfortably within any 
single utterance, but arises in and through the collaborative process of weaving utterances together 
(Gulbrandsen & Just 2013:567). Hereby online communication is collaboration, a process of mass 
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meaning creation. This means that the planned communication can be influenced by actively 
engaged users, and the communication is not taking place in a closed and controlled environment. 
    These theoretical understandings of social media will be used in this project to look at how 
negotiation of discourse and meaning can be seen as a process of collaboration. Furthermore, the 
concepts are relevant to understand the uncontrolled nature of content posted on online platforms, 
and how interactions affect the discursive practice.    
	  
2.1.2	  NGOs	  strategic	  use	  of	  social	  media	  
There are specific types of communicative strategies employed by NGOs, which are also functions 
that are facilitated by social media. Many basic functions that an NGO carries out are unchanged, 
but the way in which they deal with these functions changes with the possibilities social media 
offer. Some offline or online functions performed by NGOs are informing the public about the 
organization and its mission, as well as interacting with donors and volunteers (Waters et al 2009b), 
marketing, branding, and awareness-raising (Waters & Jones 2011), promoting image and 
fundraising (Seo et al 2009), mobilization to participate (Kavada 2012), promoting news and 
accomplishments (Waters & Lo 2012) and providing a space for interaction (Kavada 2012). What is 
key are the possibilities that social media offer to performing such functions. 
 
Fine and Kanter have developed the term “Networked Nonprofits” which describes NGOs that 
adapt and embrace new possibilities offered by social media. Such nonprofits are comfortable using 
new social media digital tools like blogs and Facebook to engage in conversations with people 
beyond their walls to build relationships and to spread their work. They encourage two-way 
conversation between people and the organization and amongst people, in order to expand their 
efforts quickly, easily and inexpensively (Fine & Kanter 2010: 3); working in this way is facilitated 
by social media. 
    Fine and Kanter argue for a need to replace the traditional focus on internal activities such as 
fundraising and program development with an external focus on building networks in order to 
achieve goals more efficiently, effectively and sustainably (2010: 4). Waters reports that nonprofits 
“streamline their management functions, interact with volunteers and donors, and educate others 
about their programs and services” using social media (2009a). Kavada (2012) looks at a variety of 
social media platforms pointing specifically to the dimensions of surface and site (from Taylor and 
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Van Every 2000), where surface is a display of the organization’s image and identity and the site 
dimension describes platforms as places for interaction. 
  
Indeed, social media are often connected to relationships and networking. Ngoconnect.net, “a web 
portal dedicated to connecting and strengthening NGOs” states that “fundamentally, social media 
is about participation and connecting people to one another… relationships have always been the 
key currency” (ngoconnect.net). The potential for engaging in conversation and disseminating 
information are also altered when carried out in online spaces. 
    According to Fine and Kanter, the key ingredient for building any relationship is good listening. 
“The value of listening comes from making sense of the data and using it to identify influencers, the 
key leverage points for spreading an organization’ s message and efforts far and wide” (Fine & 
Kanter 2010:61). The next step is the transition from listening to interacting with people online. 
Engagement is key here and social media creates endless possibilities, methods and techniques for 
organizations to engage with people.  They can share information, enter or initiate conversations, 
thank people for their efforts, educate and raise awareness of an issue, and of course, sometimes ask 
people to do something such as attend a rally or make a donation (Fine & Kanter 2010:62).  The 
purpose of listening and engaging is to build relationships between an organization, its supporters, 
and potential supporters. Thus Fine and Kanter argue for the need to bring in individuals to the 
NGO’s work. Free agent activists, as they call them, are an important, growing part of the social 
change equation. They should not be seen as competition for organizations, but allies who can 
attract large numbers of new people to support the organizations cause and work on behalf of the 
organization. “Some organizations may consider free agents firecrackers—untrained, unsupervised, 
unpredictable individuals wandering into territory specifically designated for professionals. But 
dismissing them so quickly would be a huge missed opportunity. Free agents are a fundamental 
part of the new landscape and an important, exciting component of networked social change. And 
nonprofit organizations need to work with them, not against them or beside them, going forward” 
(Fine & Kanter 2010:18). The social networks can strengthen and expand organizations’ networks 
by building relationships within them to engage and activate them for their organizations’ efforts. 
The free agents are a remarkable resource for the NGO. However, to work with free agents, the 
organization needs understanding, encouragement and strategic thinking (Fine & Kanter 2010: 20).  
    Engagement in Fine and Kanter’s definition, which includes sharing information, awareness 
raising, conversation, and soliciting support or donation, crosses into both of Kavada’s dimensions; 
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a surface of identity and a site for interaction. Specifically examining Facebook, Waters 
compartmentalizes self-disclosure and information dissemination (surface) as distinct from 
involvement (site) (2009a, 2009b).  In this project, we find it useful to disentangle information and 
message spreading (surface) from conversation (site) as an analytical distinction, though not an 
empirical distinction. In simple terms information and message spreading has a tendency to be one-
way, outward from the organization in the form of posts initiated by an NGO on social media 
platforms, where conversations are typically two-way, either between the NGO and platform users 
or amongst platform users. We can see how these concepts may blur for example, when 
“conversations are personal interactions and opportunities to engage with people, correct 
misunderstandings, educate, and help spread the word” (Fine & Kanter 2010: 64). These authors 
include both ideas of information dissemination and conversation in defining “conversations” that 
include sharing information online, like photographs, for friends or the broader public to see and 
comment on, writing a blog post that stirs a conversation in the comment section, and raising 
awareness of an issue on Facebook. The job for NGOs is to catalyze and manage those 
conversations. On the one hand that users are allowed to share information from many-to-many and 
on the other that the conversation is hosted on the site of interaction via the NGO’s social media 
platform. Information and message spreading can be initiated by the organization as a one-to-many, 
top-down type of communiqué. Alternatively, such content can originate from users, often as many-
to-many, bottom up information. Specifying different types of information as such allows the 
perspective of information as participation by users.  
    Priscilla Murphy proposed that a network view of strategic communication provides a “holistic 
view of the opinion arena in which [public] communication takes place” and recognizes the 
interconnected, fluid, volatile and participatory nature of this environment. Furthermore he 
concluded that “In this environment, ‘management’ means finding a way for strategic 
communicators to play a continuing role—not control, but a role—in shaping their messages, so 
they can at least participate in issue arenas that determine public opinion” (2011:14 in 
Macnamarra & Zerfass 2012:292). Planned communication is thus not always an effort to exercise 
control and power, to make others act the way the organization wants them to. Another aim can be 
to activate a public so that it becomes more powerful, liberated and emancipated (Windahl et el. 
2009:218). This is what some theorists are arguing that social media is offering; a way of not only 
transmitting communication but also receiving it. Not only making the receiver listen but also able 
to speak. Instead of isolating the receivers, they are connecting them to each other. 
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2.1.3	  A	  Critical	  Perspective	  
Social media and their potentials have created a big hype. However, some scholars are more 
cautious in their assessment of the impact of social media and point to lack of research in this still-
emerging field, “It is clear that significant gaps remain in knowledge of how organizations are 
using social media and how these important new channels of communication can and should be 
utilized in the context of  (…) corporate communication” (Macnamarra & Zerfass 2012:289). 
Scholars like Kent also criticize the hype in relation to social media, and argue that we “need more 
criticism and more theory” (2010:653 in Macnamarra & Zerfass 2012:288). 
 
One major challenge to strategic communication on social media is how it can connect people from 
all over the world. Social media platforms provide an outlet for people to post content deemed to be 
relevant, for their own reasons. However, the content, which is posted on social media sites has the 
potential to be misinterpreted due to variations of meanings connected to the different contexts as 
mentioned by Gulbrandsen and Just. Words may change or differ in the interpretation of them, 
based on social context or cultural heritage. Furthermore, they state that  
“When posting online, everyone has the opportunity to share his or her points of view, and when 
communication is viewed as a never-ending process, persuading people through single statements 
seldom succeeds online (2011:1104). The interactions taking place on social media platforms reflect 
the possibility to misinterpret content and/or failure to convey meaning. Thus communication 
remains a negotiation of meaning, as stated by Gulbrandsen and Just, where social media invites to 
collaboration where a wide variation of people participate (Ibid.). 
    Further challenges of social media platforms include the element of communication itself. Social 
media presents the possibility for action and interaction, however this ability presupposes the 
existence of participation, and the willingness to participate. According to Fuchs: 
 “(...) not all media are social, but only those that support communication between 
 humans. Communication is a reciprocal process between at least two humans, in 
 which symbols are exchanged and all interaction partners give meaning to these 
 symbols...If we understand social activity to mean communication or symbolic 
 interaction, then not all media use is social” (Fuchs 2014:5).  
Communication requires the participation of at least two individuals, and therefore social media is 
dependant of participation, otherwise any content which is posted on a media platform, is rendered 
meaningless; since meaning itself is created between individuals as previously inferred by 
Gulbrandsen and Just. 
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    According to van Dijck, the understanding that social media is creating possibilities for active, 
participating and powerful users is not always as ideal as stated. She argues, that social media sites 
do not automatically turn all users into active participants. By using the term “users” instead of 
earlier referring to “audience” or “viewer”, the fact that the large majority of users are anything but 
active participants is hidden. There are different layers of participation varying from creators and 
spectators to inactives or lurkers (van Dijck 2012:7). 
     Another critical perspective on social media is how the organizations still have the possibility to 
influence or control the conversations. Social media opens up for participation, and users are invited 
to comment and converse. However NGOs can still catalyze and manage conversations. Looking on 
other NGOs’ websites, we see evidence of how they set up “rules of engagement” like keeping on-
topic and being respectful (see “about” tab on Facebook for Amnesty, CARE, and Red Cross). 
Moreover they reserve the right to censor, to delete anything not in compliance with these rules.  
 
In this project we are aware of limitations and critical views on the impact and possibilities of social 
media and we have tried to outline some main critiques. Working with social media requires 
understanding of both the possibilities offered, awareness of how such platforms are actually being 
used and what challenges this might present to NGOs. Differing interpretations arise given the 
global reach in online communication, as well as the ongoing process of communication. While 
social media offers the chance to interact, participation is necessary. Moreover, participation can be 
encouraged as much as it can be censored or constrained by the platform host.  
2.1.4	  Summary	  
To sum up this section, we have specified our view on the opportunities of working with social 
media for strategic communication and specifically for NGOs. We have clarified which concepts 
are central for approaching our research question, such as communication as a collaborative 
meaning creation, as an ongoing interaction and the uncontrollable nature of generated content. We 
also clarify how we view social media platforms as surface of identity and site for interaction and 
how users may participate and interact in various ways on those sites. Next we will outline our 
theoretical framework of discourse. 
	   14	  
 
2.2	  Introduction	  to	  Discourse	  Analysis	  
In this next section we will outline our theoretical view on language both in the sense of language 
as a text to be examined and also how language is used as instrumentally by c: w to generate 
discourse and by users to negotiate meanings of the content. Here we are using discourse analysis as 
a framework for the social media data examined. This framework will serve to lay down 
foundational concepts with which we approach posts by c: w as well as the conversations that 
follow. In this section we will clarify the concept of discourse and briefly explain Critical Discourse 
Analysis (hereafter CDA), as well as specifying how we intend to apply these views to the textual 
content in our analysis. Our intent is not to honour the tradition of CDA as much as to use terms 
from discourse analysis in order to understand how meaning is generated and negotiated through 
interactions on social media. 	  
 
2.2.1	  Defining	  the	  Concept	  of	  Discourse	  
The concept of discourse was presented by Foucault (1969, 1971) and has hereafter been developed 
into many discursive analytical traditions. We will not specifically be using the Foucauldian 
framework to define discourse but we will draw on concepts from the tradition of CDA, as specified 
below. 
    There are three main ways in which the word discourse is used, depending on what it refers to. In 
the more abstract sense, discourse refers to language use as a social practice (Jørgensen & Phillips 
2002:66). Discourse is communication that cannot be viewed as a free-standing text in a vacuum. 
Secondly, discourse is understood as the kind of language used within a specific field, like a 
political or a scientific discourse (Ibid.). Thus overarching discourse in the fields of non-
governmental work, or philanthropy benefitting developing countries will likely be relevant for this 
project. There may also be specific discourse, or kinds of language pertaining to use of social 
media. Thirdly, discourse is used in a concrete way as a count noun, referring to a way of speaking 
which provides “meaning to experiences from a particular perspective” (Ibid.:67), for instance 
from either a majority hegemonic or a subordinate social status perspective. We draw on all three 
uses of discourse in that this project is positioned within studying social media, thus that is the 
general social practice from which the data comes. We use the second definition with respect to 
how discourses are generated by c: w, while the third helps us both to describe language used by 
	   15	  
users when commenting on posts, as well as how that language is used as a strategy to negotiate 
meaning.  
 
2.2.2	  Critical	  Discourse	  Analysis	  
The aim of CDA is to shed light on the linguistic discursive aspect of social and cultural 
phenomena, as well as processes of change. That is, discursive practices through which text or 
content is produced and consumed are viewed as an important form of social practice. (Phillips & 
Jørgensen 2012:61). The analysis of a text may contain visual aids, which take into account the 
unique characteristics of visual semiotics as well, in order to better comprehend the relationship 
between the two (Phillips & Jørgensen 2012:61, Deacon et. al 2007:141-149, Machin & Mayr 
2012:49-56).  
    There is some consensus and some contention about how to define CDA as a way to approach 
texts. The two mains points of consensus that we will bring forward to this project are 1) the notion 
that discourse is constituted in and constitutive of social practices and social realities and 2) that 
text (discourse) should be studied within the social contexts in which it is found, not in isolation. 
Despite diverse approaches to CDA, one commonality is that discourse is both constituted and 
constitutive. For critical discourse analysts not only does discourse contribute to the shaping of 
social structures, social structures are reflected in discourse. That is, social structures appear (are 
constituted) in language and discourse just as well as language and discourse contribute to (are 
constitutive of) shaping social structures. 
“the view of language as a means of social construction: language both 
 shapes and is shaped by society. CDA is not so much interested in language use itself, 
but in the linguistic character of social and cultural processes and  structures” 
(Machin & Mayr 2012:4).  
Therefore texts are analyzed for the purpose of  
 “exposing strategies that appear normal or neutral on the surface but 
 which may in fact be ideological and seek to shape the representation of 
 events and persons for particular ends. The term critical therefore means 
 ‘denaturalising’ the language to reveal the kids of ideas, absences and 
 taken-for-granted assumptions in texts” (Ibid.:5).  
 
This allows for uncovering, or revealing wider social interests, such as power, that are contained in 
texts. And thus it is imperative to study discourse within the social context in which it is found. The 
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main aim of discourse analysis is to explore the links between language use and social practice 
(Jørgensen & Phillips 2002:69) and “Critical discourse analysis engages in concrete, linguistic 
textual analysis of language use in social interaction”(Ibid.:62). 
In this project the posts and comments communicated on social media are positioned within the 
social reality of NGO work; they are constituted within such discourse. Furthermore posted content 
and the ensuing comments contribute to, are constitutive of shaping discourse generated by charity 
as users negotiate about and make sense of the content. 
CDA is concerned with linguistic analysis looking at semantic and syntactic significance of 
utterances and is also concerned with the social dimension in which language is situated. Michael 
Halliday’s System Functional Linguistics (SFL) is a grammar-based, semiotic approach to textual 
analysis that focuses on language as functional, pragmatic. “SFL starts at social context, and looks 
at how language both acts upon, and is constrained by, this social context” (isfla.org). One 
particular concept we are working with is Interpersonal semantics, which deals with speaker/writer 
persona, social distance and relative social status, specifically   
“The speaker/writer persona concerns the stance, personalisation and standing of the 
speaker or writer. This involves looking at whether the writer or speaker has a neutral 
attitude, which can be seen through the use of positive or negative language. Social 
distance means how close the speakers are… the degree to which they are intimate. 
Relative social status asks whether they are equal in terms of power and knowledge 
on a subject” (Coffin 2006:22-23).  
The concept of Interpersonal semantics allows us to focus on speech acts (turn-taking and the 
structure of exchanges, for example tendency to ask or answer), which speaker chooses the topic, 
and the capability of speakers to evaluate the subject (Ibid.). Within SFL, there is also Ideational 
semantics, which deals with what is going on in the text and Textual Semantics, which deals with 
how the message is structured (isfla.org).  
 
2.2.3	  Interpretation	  
Halliday “thought that language creates dispositions in people while at the same time allowing the 
possibility of more open interpretations of the world” (Machin & Mayr 2012:17-18). Here we will 
be concerned with different possible interpretations when users look at the same content and come 
out with different viewpoints, as well as the fact that social media provides the opportunity to affect 
the discourse and essentially to change the message. When working with any type of media there 
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will clearly be a variety of discourses and code systems, like verbal or visual ‘signs’ that go into 
both the production and consumption of content. This is precisely what is at stake in Stuart Hall’s 
seminal work on encoding and decoding, where decoding is interpretation and making sense of a 
text (1973/1980). Kim Schrøder states that “we simply cannot take for granted that the meaning 
intended by the sender is identical to the meaning actualized by the audience” and stresses the 
ineffectiveness in thinking of “meaning as a fixed entity, looking for what the message ‘is’” 
(2007:79). “In real life there are no wrong readings” (Ibid.). Messages are polysemous, that is 
“meaning of media messages is a multiple and diverse interplay between signs and their users” 
(Ibid.). Furthermore, “in any instance of actual communication we are multiply positioned within an 
indefinite number of discourses (…) or within what we have called discourse systems” (Scollon & 
Scollon 2001:544). It should also be mentioned that we as researchers also bring our academic, 
western and own personal backgrounds and interpretations when analyzing discourse.	  
 
2.2.4	  Power	  	  
Power is a relevant concept for this project in the sense that it relates to interactions that take place 
on social media. Firstly, social media provides an opportunity for users to interact and therefore 
express agreement with each other’s opinions. Secondly, user participation such as commenting can 
give rise to changes in discourse as text is presented and negotiated.  
    According to Teun A. van Dijk. “Language use, discourse, verbal interaction, and 
communication belong to the micro-level of the social order. Power, dominance and inequality 
between social groups are typically terms that belong to the macrolevel of analysis” (van Dijk 
2001:354). Van Dijk is ultimately concerned with the element of power and offers the following 
perspective: “A central notion in most critical work on discourse is that of power, and more 
specifically the social power of groups or institutions” (Ibid.).  Van Dijk defines social power in 
terms of control. Herein he states that groups have (more or less) power if they are able to gain 
more or less control over the acts and minds of members of other groups. This ability requires a 
“power base of privileged access to scarce social resources such as force, money, status, fame 
knowledge information “culture”, or indeed various forms of public discourse and communication” 
(Ibid.:355).  
In this project we are looking at how the overall social context of social media gives rise to the 
opportunity for two-way participatory conversations about c:w. Users voicing their opinions can be 
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seen as a strategy to exercise power as a way to influence the discourse presented, whether that is 
the user’s specific intention or not. Moreover, we cannot know if those who voice agreement have 
been influenced or if they simply agree by means of their own sense-making. Groups can 
potentially be formed in two ways. First that individual users express like opinions that can be 
grouped together. Second is that users interact with each other by stating their agreement with one 
another’s opinions.  
    Regardless of how such groups may be formed, when subsequent users look at the post and 
comment box as one whole text, the original discourse generated in the post is influenced by the 
ensuing comments. When there are many like opinions grouped together, this can potentially be 
seen as power relations at play. 
What the concept of power adds to our theoretical framework is that discourse does not only result 
from the platform on which the users can communicate, but also the relationship of power on these 
platform. The power comes not just from the opportunity social media provide to participate in the 
negotiation of discourse, but the willingness of users to enact and strengthen the potential of power 
through interactions with one another.  
2.2.5	  Summary	  
Discourse analysis is both rooted in language and rooted in the social world. Therefore we can 
make observations on how language is used, how language connects to social structures and 
processes and what language reveals about those structures and processes. This view on discourse is 
useful in our project since we are looking at texts as situated in the context of a non-governmental, 
non-profit organization and situated in the communicational context of online communication, more 
specifically on a social media platform. What discourses are produced, reproduced and negotiated 
and what strategies are employed by platform users in order to make sense of discourse on social 
media platforms such as Instagram? 
    We are essentially concerned with how people’s language can serve to establish and/or maintain 
interpersonal connections, either between the organization and users or amongst users. How are 
users able to relate to one another? How are users able to relate to the textual content, or discourse?  
In this section we have outlined theoretical frameworks from social media and discourse analysis. 
These two frameworks will serve in looking at c: w’s generated discourse as well as how social 
media users negotiate discourses as collaborative or as two-way communication. In the next section 
we will present our methodological approach and our methods of data collection. 
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3.	  Methodology	  
This chapter aims to describe the overall methodological framework that makes up the foundation 
for this project and is used to answer our research question. This project is a case study of c: w and 
will examine the online content posted by c: w on Instagram and the reactions and interactions in 
the comment box. This is done through a content analysis study of posts made by c: w and 
comments on posts made by both c: w and the public, hereafter called users.             
    In this chapter, we will explain how this project is using a qualitative methodological approach 
and accounting for theory of science. In addition, we will present and describe the different methods 
of our empirical data collection and explain how we are working with the concept of users. Last, we 
will describe our analytical framework to show how we have analyzed the collected data.  
 
3.1	  Methodological	  Framework	  	  
This project is primarily using a qualitative methodological approach. It is still hard to come up 
with a definition on qualitative research that most researchers and approaches will agree on. 
Qualitative research is intended to examine the world “out there” by trying to understand, show and 
sometimes explain social and cultural phenomena. This can be done by analyzing individuals, 
interactions and communication between groups of individuals but also practices related to 
everyday knowledge, accounts and stories (Gibbs 2007:x). However, qualitative research is a 
heterogeneous field with various approaches and a flexible application of different concepts, both 
theoretically, but also in terms of a large variety of empirical domains (Jensen 2011:236).  
    Within media studies, a number of interrelated dichotomies are widely received and used. These 
dichotomies, and their individual characteristics, can be seen as particular configurations of 
ontological, epistemological, and methodological assumptions. These characteristics, which are the 
background in theory of science, are the focus of the interest (Guba and Lincoln in Jensen 
2011:255). Such differences can mostly be seen in the methodological approach, for example while 
a quantitative approach is more suited to the study of recurrence of events, qualitative research 
provides tools to study the occurrence of solitary events but with reference to the full context 
(Ibid.).  
    In this study, the qualitative approach can be seen, where the goal is to examine online comments 
but also to understand the overall discourse that is put out by c: w, in that the comments are 
responding to and try to negotiate the meaning about. Furthermore, the aim of this project is not to 
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come up with reproducible results but instead an attempt to approach meaning as a thing tied to its 
shifting contexts, which is a characteristic for a methodological research approach (Jensen 
2011:256). However, in order to get an overview over our data we will make a quantitative 
description of the data by putting them into categories and sub-categories. This approach will be 
explained in 3.3 Methods of Data Collection below.   
 
In this project we are looking at language as discourse as a mean of social construction shaped in 
society and by the society. We are interested in the social processes around the shaping and 
negotiation of discourse. We see these processes as circular movements where discourse contributes 
to the shaping of social structures, but where the social structures also are reflected in discourse 
(Machin & Mayr 2012:4).   
    The theory of science approach in this project is therefore inspired by social constructivism. 
Social constructivism is an approach on how to examine processes of interaction as ongoing process 
with a socio-cultural dimension. Schwandt highlights this key aspect of social constructivism: “We 
do not construct our interpretations in isolation but against a backdrop of shared understandings, 
practices, language, and so fourth” (Schwandt 2000:197). This understanding is shared in our 
methodological approach where we look at different discourses as something negotiable within a 
dynamic social context and that meaning making is collaborative.  	  	  
3.2	  Users	  
In our analysis of the virtual conversations on c: w’s Instagram profile, we call the authors of the 
comments users. They can be supporters, sympathisers, and members or without any affiliation to c: 
w at all. Furthermore, the authors of the comments do not have to follow the profile in order to 
make a comment. However, in order to write a comment, you have to be a user of the platform. 
Therefore, in this project the people commenting are referred to as users since this is the only 
criterion we can be certain that they all fall under. This also concerns the notion made by Van Dijk, 
that social media platforms do not turn all users into active participants and that within participation 
several levels of engagement can be found. However, everyone that we categorize as users all have 
in common that they have been engaging with c: w Instagram page by commenting on their posts. 
  
    Moreover, in our data, a number of different stakeholders were identified. The identification 
could be made on the basis of their comments and their personal profiles. Some commentators 
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voiced support for the organization, while others indicated an affiliation with c: w, i.e. in terms of 
being a donor or a grassroots activist, which in some instances also could be seen on their personal 
profile on interests, profiles following, updates, images e.g. However, a more comprehensive 
classification of the users must be based on equal, measurable and unbiased access to data. This was 
not the case for several reasons. First, the fact that some users voiced a degree of affiliation with the 
organization in the comments does not guarantee that they all did. Furthermore, personal profiles on 
Instagram have different levels of content publically available and without full access to the 
authors’ personal profiles, any attempt on estimating their affiliation with c: w would be based on 
biased conjecture. Second, it doesn’t seem possible to categorize their affiliation based on their 
comments, since the most dedicated supporters actually may express the toughest critique of the 
organizations due to their high level of engagement and therefore the level of positivity in the 
comments may not be an accurate labelling of their stance or affiliation.   
 
3.3	  Methods	  of	  Data	  Collection	  
The empirical data in this project consists of 16 Instagram posts made by c: w and the comments to 
each post in the comment box. As our method of data collection and examination of the comments, 
we have used a five-step content analysis model as described below. For examining the posts, we 
have used features from content analysis without a systematic step-by-step approach. These 
approaches will be presented in detail here.   
    Sally J. McMillan tries to define a methodological approach on how the principles of content 
analysis can be applied to computer-mediated communication on the World Wide Web. This is 
mostly done by summing up and by comparing existing academic contributions to the field 
(McMillan 2000:80). Earlier, Berelson defined content analysis as “a research technique for the 
objective, systematic and quantitative description of the manifest content” (Ibid.:81). Most how-to-
guides on doing a content analysis suggest five primary steps that should be included; the 
formulation of a research question, the selection of a sample, categorization and coding of data, 
countercheck of coding and last, the analysis of the data (McMillan 2000:81-82). The first step, 
formulation of a research question, is in many ways similar no matter whether the field of interest is 
traditional or online-based media. However, in contradiction to print media, online media content 
often consists of multiple media types, such as text, images, videos etc. This has to be taken into 
consideration in the process of shaping the research question since different theoretical and 
methodological tools should be applied in analyzing different media forms. That is also the case in 
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this project where the online content, in terms of posts made by c: w consists of both text and 
images. Therefore, the CDA framework in this project includes both linguistic analysis and features 
from semiotic analysis. Second, the researcher selects a sample. This can be done in many ways, 
however Krippendorff argues that the researcher shall “assure that, within the constraints imposed 
by available knowledge about the phenomena, each unit has the same chance of being represented 
in the collection of sampling units” (Krippendorff in McMillan 2000:81). In this project, we went 
through data over a longer period of time to get an overall overview and to identify the different 
types of comments and conversations in order to make sure the themes were represented in the 
decided time frame. This was done by going through all content and comments throughout October.  
At this stage, c: w’s Facebook page was also included in the data sample. This data was later 
deselected since very few comments and no examples of interaction in the covered time frame were 
found. Furthermore, most of the posts on Facebook were even duplicates or duplicates with minor 
changes of the Instagram posts. Therefore it was decided to focus on Instagram as our only data 
source.  
    Later we decided to focus on all our samples from a period of two weeks, starting from the 
beginning of October (October 1 – October 15). What is significant for the data in that period is that 
it contains both conversations amongst the users and interaction between c: w and the users, and 
thus ensures representation of different kinds of two-way communication. Furthermore, within this 
time frame c: w announced a new partnership, which resulted in interesting interaction that we 
wanted to include in our analysis.  Furthermore, choosing a concrete time frame also gives the 
opportunity to look at the composition of different comments, both in terms of themes and volume.  
    The data was collected practically by taking screenshots of all the posts and comments by 
viewing them in Websta, an Instagram web viewer optimized for browser use (websta.me). Since 
the comment box only shows a limited amount of comments, several screenshots were taken while 
scrolling through all the comments. These were later all put together in one picture to get the full 
overview over the post and all the related comments. All of them can be found in section 7. 
Appendix List. This was done since we both look at the content and comments separately, but also 
analyze them in relation to each other. This is reflected in our research question where we are both 
asking how the discourses are generated through the content but also how they are negotiated in the 
comments. However, online content is dynamic and may change over time. Therefore, all the 
screenshots were taken on November 12, and comments to the same posts may have been added 
since then without being included in our data sample.   
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    The different types of comments, that where identified at this early stage, were later on used as 
inspiration for defining categories, which is the third step in content analysis and the core feature of 
qualitative content analysis. Krippendorf defines a category as “(…) a group of content that shares 
a commonality”. Moreover, he emphasizes that no data should be excluded due to the lack of a 
suitable category, meaning that the categories must be exhaustive and mutually exclusive. However, 
a category is often an expression for the content that relates to the descriptive or manifest 
utterances, and therefore, sub-categories are often necessary to capture all variations of content 
(Krippendorf in Graneheim & Lundman 2003:107). While working with qualitative content 
analysis, it is first and foremost important to determine whether the analysis should focus on the 
manifest or latent content (Ibid.:106). The manifest content refers to the obvious and explicit 
components whilst the latent content represents the underlying meaning and our own interpretation 
of the data. This project is focusing on both in the form of explicit opinions about c: w but also on 
the latent content through our own interpretation of the manifest content that is put into a theoretical 
framework.  
    While the previous section looked at how we collected our data, the following section will look at 
our analytical framework by explaining how we have analyzed our data. We approached our data 
by assigning it categories, code and themes. After that we looked at our data more deeply in the 
light of social media theories and critical discourse theories presented.   
 
3.4	  Analytical	  Framework	  	  
The last three steps in our five-step guide are categorization and coding of data countercheck of 
coding and analysis of the data. In addition to explaining how the last steps are applied in our 
analysis of our data, this section will clarify how we use the terms site and surface in how we 
structure and examine our data in our analysis.   
    In our data, a number of different categories were defined at first. These categories are positive 
comments, critical comments, neutral comments and responses from charity: water. However, these 
categories only cover the manifest content and various variations of content within the categories 
were found, resulting in a need to create sub-categories. For an example, within the category 
positive comments, different kinds of positive comments appeared. While some comments 
expressed a more immediate or spontaneous joy by the posted content, others were more deeply 
rooted in an already existing engagement/affiliation or even a wish to do campaign work for the 
organization. Moreover, critical comments were also both related to a more general negative 
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approach to the described campaigns while others expressed criticism of image compositions or 
statements.  
    Some comments were harder to categorize. For example, 65 pct. of the neutral comments are put 
in the sub-category “tagging friends” where the comment only consists of a tag referring to another 
user profile. Here it can argued that the vast majority of these posts could be put under positive 
comments since by tagging other profiles they are sharing the content with other people. However, 
we cannot be sure about that in all cases. All the sub-categories will be introduced in the 
presentation of our data in the analysis under 4.2.1 Presentation of Data, since the sub-categories 
help us understand the dynamics of interaction and negotiation, which is the topic for that section of 
the analysis.  
    Fourth, the reliability of the categorization is checked, by letting several people make the 
categorizations independent of each other (McMillan 2000:93). Afterwards, the results are 
compared in order to avoid a biased interpretation of the data. In this project this was done in pairs 
of two and two.   
    The fifth and final step is the analysis of the data. In this final step of the process, themes must be 
created to structure the analysis. The themes can be seen as the analysis of the underlying meaning 
or the latent level at the data content within the categories and sub-categories. Polit and Hungler 
describe a theme as a “recurring regularity developed within categories or cutting across 
categories” (in Graneheim & Lundman 2003:107). In this project, themes are used to structure our 
analysis of the comments on Instagram in order to let us examine the latent meanings in the data, 
which makes up our interpretation of our data.   
    The five-step-guide sums up how we from a methodological perspective have worked with our 
data from the comment boxes, from the drafting of our research question to our analysis.  
    In	   approaching	   the	   Instagram	   posts,	   we	   were	   led	   not	   by	   predefined,	   a	   priori	   codes,	   but	  instead	   looked	   at	   posts	   in	   terms	   of	   salient	   similarities	   and	   differences	   (Taylor	   &	   Gibbs	  2010:1).	  Therefore	  we	   let	   the	  codes	  emerge	  as	  we	  went	  through	  the	  posts	   initiated	  by	  c:	  w,	  also	  called	  grounded	  codes.	  For our analysis of the posts, we have not used the five-step model but 
instead selected relevant concepts from the model such as themes. This is due to the difference in 
the aim of the analysis and the character of the data. For example it does not seem relevant to 
quantify in terms of categorization of the data, when the post data consist of 16 units whilst the 
comment data consist of 459 units.  
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Next we will explain how we apply our theoretical framework to analyze our data, specifically 
social media and CDA theories. When	  looking	  at	  online	  content	  on	  social	  media	  platforms,	  the	  dimensions	  of	  surface	  and	  site	  are	  distinct,	  since	  there	  is	  dynamic	  text	  and	  there	  is	  interaction.	  On	  most	   platforms,	   there	   is	   some	   form	   for	   initiating	   content;	   a	   YouTube	   video,	   a	   Facebook	  post	   on	   a	   news	   feed,	   a	   photograph	   and	   written	   text	   on	   Instagram.	   The	   exception	   here	   is	  Twitter,	  where	  the	  platform	  is	  primarily	  a	  site	  for	  interaction	  and	  though	  Tweets	  may	  come	  from	  within	  the	  hosting	  profile	  or,	  all	  Tweets	  are	  presented	  as	  “equal”;	  there	  is	  not	  usually	  a	  primary	   post	  with	   subordinate	   comments.	   Users	   of	   the	   platform	  may	   then	   respond	   to	   this	  initiating	  content	  and	  those	  comments	  then	  “belong”	  to	  that	  initiating	  content.	  In	  the	  case	  of	  c:	  w,	  the	  posts	  by	  the	  organization	  are	  relatively	  static	  in	  and	  of	  themselves,	  however	  they	  take	  on	  a	  more	  dynamic	  character	  as	  more	  and	  more	  user	  comments	  are	  added.	  Eventually,	  we	  are	  looking	  at	  the	  entirety	  of	  content	  (initial	  post	  and	  subsequent	  comments)	  as	  one	  dynamic	  text.	  As	  more	  comments	  are	  added,	  the	  character	  of	  that	  text	  can	  change	  or	  be	  reinforced	  in	  myriad	  ways.	  It	  is	  important	  to	  point	  out	  that	  the	  initiator/host	  of	  the	  platform,	  in	  this	  case	  c:	  w	  does	  not	   have	   full	   authority	   about	   the	   texts	   or	   discourse	   that	   is	   online;	   the	   content	   is	   subject	   to	  platforms	   users	   criticisms,	   modifications,	   praise,	   and	   meaning-­‐making,	   except	   in	   the	   case	  where	   rules	   of	   conduct	   are	   set	   up	   by	   the	   hosting	   organization.	   Therefore	   the	   fact	   that	   the	  social	  media	   platform	   is	   a	   site	   for	   interaction	  will	   always	   have	   an	   effect	   on	   the	   surface	   for	  identity	  branding	  potential	   in	   that	   the	   initiator/host	  relinquishes	  authority,	  or	  rather	  opens	  up	  for	  enabling	  other	  voices	  to	  participate	  in	  what	  is	  said.	   	  
 
The methodological application of a discourse theory entails two stages; “the first stage is a 
complete and accurate description that then permits more complete and accurate analysis” 
(Machin & Mayr 2012:9). Fairclough points out three dimensions of text to be aware of when 
engaging in discourse analysis in that every instance of language use is a communicative event and 
thus consists of a text, discursive practice and social practice dimension (in Jørgensen & Phillips 
2002:68). That is, we can view each instance of language as a) a text be it written, speech act, image 
or combined modes, as well as describing a text’s formal properties b) a discursive practice 
concerned with the production and consumption of texts, which occurs as interplay between 
production ‘traces’ and interpretation ‘cues’ and c) a social practice in which the communication is 
situated at one and the same time (Ibid., Deacon et al 2007:156-157). In the project at hand, this 
means that we will examine posts on social media and the combination of posts and ensuing 
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comments as text, beginning with a description of the texts. We will also look at production and 
consumption of texts, specifically as occurring on social media. It	   is	   important	   to	   point	   out,	  however,	  that	  it	  is	  through	  comments	  that	  the	  text	  can	  be	  described	  as	  increasingly	  dynamic. 
It is also significant to root our analysis as a social practice that generates and negotiates meanings 
on social media about c: w and their work.  
 
3.5	  Summary	  This	  project	  is	  primarily	  using	  a	  qualitative	  methodological	  approach	  in	  order	  to	  answer	  the	  overall	  research	  question.	  This	  is	  done	  through	  the	  application	  of	  a	  five-­‐step	  content	  analysis	  in	   order	   to	   examine	   how	   discourse	   is	   generated	   and	   negotiated	   through	   c:	   w’s	   Instagram	  posts	   and	   the	   comments	   they	   give	   rise	   to.	   The	   authors	   of	   the	   comments	   are	   in	   this	   project	  defined	  as	  users	  as	  they	  have	  to	  be	  registered	  as	  users	  in	  order	  in	  interact	  with	  the	  profile	  and	  due	   to	   the	   fact	   that	   no	   further	   information	   about	   them	  equally	   can	   be	   extracted.	   Since	   this	  project	  is	  aiming	  at	  looking	  at	  language	  as	  discourse	  and	  as	  a	  mean	  of	  social	  construction,	  we	  are	   inspired	   by	   social	   constructivism	   as	   our	   theory	   of	   science	   approach.	   Moreover,	   we	  examine	  the	  generation	  and	  negotiating	  of	  discourse	  as	  a	  backdrop	  of	  shared	  understandings	  and	   practices	   which	   is	   reflected	   in	   our	   methodological	   point	   of	   view.	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4.1	  Analysis	  
The aims of this analysis are two-fold. First examining how discourse is generated, that is how 
meanings are established via posts on Instagram by c: w. Second, we examine how this content is 
negotiated given the ensuing comments to c: w posts. In other words, how users receive, make 
sense of, praise and critique the discourse generated in posts by c: w. Essentially these comments 
potentially lead to a renegotiation and evolution of the original posts, i.e. comments have the 
potential to be constitutive of discourse in a dynamic way. On social media both posting and 
commenting take place in a process of production and reception. This results in a text that can be 
seen as a collective whole, or separated out into smaller conversations and interactions between 
users and c: w, as well as amongst users. 
The reason for dividing the analysis in two is to understand how the discursive practice takes place 
in a social context. Firstly we look at how the discourse is presented on Instagram, and secondly 
what types of conversations and interactions are taking place. That enables to understand the 
discursive practice, how discourse is produced and reproduced through social interaction. By 
looking at the outcome of the interactions, we can further discuss the challenges that lie in NGOs’ 
use of social media platforms based on our findings.  
 
4.1	  Analysis	  of	  posts	  from	  Charity:	  water	  	  	  
In this first part of the analysis we are looking at the content posted by c: w. The process begins as 
descriptive, where we look at the combination of text and images in the posts. This is the first step 
in the direction towards characterizing c: w’s discourse. As a caveat, it should be stated that we as 
academic analysts bring our own worldview and interpretations to this project based on our 
background of social and cultural contexts. Therefore there are certain limitations on how we 
analyze what discourses are generated by c: w.  
Our analysis strategy is to look at five main aspects, or grounded codes that serve as baseline 
descriptors of the c: w posts. This applies to the image and text, as well as the interrelation between 
the two.  
1) Viewpoint: There are 3 principal viewpoints shown; donor, beneficiary, “mover”. A donor 
is one who has done a campaign/raised money. A beneficiary is who benefits from c: w’s 
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work, e.g. Africans. A “mover” is shortened from the colloquial term movers and shakers as 
anyone who supports and moves the cause forward in a non-monetary sense1. 
2) Post’s function: What is the purpose of the post? Some posts report news or recent 
successes of the organization. Other posts are meant to prompt users to get involved or start 
a campaign. Oftentimes, but not always, the prompt is followed by a link to c: w’s home 
page or to a hashtag, i.e. to get more information. 
3) Appeal: What is the appeal of the image, the text or the combination of the two? Is it an 
emotional appeal or an intellectual appeal? Examples of an emotional appeal would be a text 
stating “collecting water is hard work for women in Sahel” or a picture showing a baby or a 
smiling, happy family. One example of an intellectual appeal is the use numbers in the 
caption, as in “More than 50 million people in Ethiopia don’t have clean water” (IG10).  
4) Needs and/or goals: Does the post focus on reporting goals and has a more positive 
perspective of the situation or does it focus on reporting the direness of the situation and 
illustrating needs, or people in need? 
5) Use of pronouns: Pronouns can be examined to indicate interpersonal distance, relations, or 
positioning to a cause or to others. In the posts we look at the use of “you”, “we”, and “us” 
as inclusive indicators. 
 
By looking at these five aspects, we can describe the typical combination that is represented in the 
majority of posts from c: w. This process of description allows us to conclude what dominant 
discourse or message is generated in our chosen time period, which then provides the basis for how 
the discourse is negotiated by comments that follow. 
4.1.1	  Viewpoint:	  beneficiary,	  donor,	  and	  mover	  
In the majority of posts c: w shows the viewpoint from the beneficiary in the photo, showing dark-
skinned, smiling persons. Moreover, the pictures connect to water either by the presence of c: w’s 
yellow jugs and/or showing water and/or water facilities like a tap or well. This minimal template of 
features serves to highlight the people and place in question, e.g., East African beneficiaries, as well 
as functioning to prompt users to “start a fundraising campaign” in 10 of 16 posts.  
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1 The Merriam-Webster definition of a mover is  “a person who is active or influential in some field of endeavor. 
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Instagram 1 & 5  
 
For the most part, people are the focus of the picture. In three of the posts (IG3, IG10, IG14), the 
water is the focal point of the picture and the person is put in the background or out of focus and/or 
we do not see the person’s face. This seems atypical in contrast to the focus on smiling faces, but 
clearly this is done to put water in the foreground.  
    A notable descriptive detail is, that often the beneficiary shown in the picture is a woman. In IG2, 
there is a strong interrelation between the picture and the text. The picture is of a solitary woman 
holding a pail of water and the text reads “Collecting water is hard work for women in the Sahel, 
but helping them is simple this #SeptemberCampaign. Change a woman’s life by fundraising with 
us. You can start your campaign today at charitywater.org”. This post could provide the 
explanation of why there is often focus on women, both in picture and in text, i.e. water collecting 
is a task that affects women primarily.   
    Yet another notable description is the attire of the persons photographed. While specific Africa 
countries and regions are specifically named in text (Ethiopia, Mozambique, the Sahel, Rwanda), 
women are often shown in local attire of colourful patters and head wraps. In a few cases, the 
person photographed is a young man in more westernized clothing (IG6, IG16). Thus, there is a 
display of local culture and local regions through the clothes worn, more often with the women.  
The donor viewpoint is shown in 4 cases. An example of this is IG8, which shows desert walkers 
from Clearlink, an organization raising money for c: w, and the text is thanking them for their 
continued support. Another example is IG12, where a baby named Quinn is celebrating his 1st 
birthday by joining c: w’s birthday campaign, and encouraging his online network to raise money 
for c: w. What is particular in these cases, is that it points to and names specific donors, either 
individuals or an organization.  
	   30	  
 
Instagram 12 & 8  
Another type of viewpoint seen is movers, which is seen in two cases. Movers can be represented 
more generally as c: w being the motivating force behind potential campaigns and as those who 
carry out work made possible by donations. One specific mover is Natalia, the 15-year-old 
President of her local water community, seen on IG9. While she is also a beneficiary, her role as 
active and influential is highlighted in the post, as opposed to her role as beneficiary. In IG13 c: w 
puts the focus on itself as part of the Instagram community and mentions Instagram’s and their own 
recent birthdays, showing themselves as movers. 
 
Instagram 9 & 13 
Evaluating the viewpoint is primarily based on the image of the post, while the text more often that 
not connects directly to the image. In 11 of the 16 posts, the beneficiary viewpoint is shown, in four 
posts the donor and in two posts the mover is shown. As a preliminary conclusion, emphasis on the 
beneficiary viewpoint indicates a tendency toward awareness-raising in this time period. Some 
importance is put on donors, while few posts mention movers. C: w focuses little on themselves as 
an organization: they are quite a humble mover, rarely in the spotlight on their own social media 
platforms.  
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4.1.2	  The	  Function	  of	  the	  Post	  
The functions identified are encouraging users to start campaigns, informing, reporting news and 
successes, and finally raising awareness.  
    The most common function is to encourage users to start a campaign as in “You can start your 
campaign today” (IG2), “Join the other 2,775 people who’ve started fundraising campaigns” (IG3), 
“Start a fundraising campaign” (IG5, IG10), or “Get started (…)” (IG1, IG3, IG8). Moreover, there 
is linking information to c: w’s homepage. Rather than asking for asking for one-time donations, 
they encourage users to start a campaign and in doing so reach out to their own networks of family, 
friends, and online connections in order to raise money. In this sense c: w’s strategy of designating 
and creating new free agents, may be a reflection of their own strategic use of social media to take 
the best advantage of users’ networks for spreading the word and effective fundraising. The only 
two times where a one-time donation is mentioned is in Baby Quinn’s post (IG12) and in IG4, 
where a collaboration with the company Keurig Green Mountain means that every dollar raised by 
supporters is matched.   
    Informing is another function that occurs in the posts. Again with the Keurig partnership, the post 
explains how the “unlocking” works in the initial announcement (IG4), in IG5 where it states that 
“Bringing clean water to communities in Ethiopia just got twice as easy” and references @Keurig, 
and finally in IG11 “Right now, fundraising campaigns for Ethiopia have double the impact. Every 
donation unlocks an additional donation. Start a campaign (…)”. It is notable here that while 
informing about “unlocking donation”, neither the dollar amount, nor Keurig is mentioned. This 
may be due to some criticisms received in connection to the collaboration, but we will address that 
specifically in the discussion section.  
    A third function is to report news or successes, for example the Clearlink’s fundraising success 
on IN8, “Together we’ve brought clean water to more than 1.4 million people in Ethiopia since 
2007”.   
    Finally, c: w uses the posts to raise awareness, for example “Collecting water is hard work for 
women in the Sahel” (IG2), “More than 50 million people in Ethiopia don’t have clean water” 
(IG10) and “Clean water means a healthier future for communities like this in Ethiopia” (IG14). 
    We can see there are different purposes or motivations behind c: w’s postings. The most common 
is to start a campaign, therefore using social media as an entry point, but then referring to their 
home page to actually start a campaign, to start being active. They also use posts to disseminate 
information, to share successes and news about the organization, as well as to raise awareness about 
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the cause. All of these functions are common ways of utilizing social media based on our 
background literature, with the notable difference that they do not brand themselves to a wide 
extent. They do market or promote starting campaigns as a clear principal goal on social media. 
 
4.1.3	  Intellectual	  and	  Emotional	  Appeal	  	  
There seem to be two main types of appeal, emotional and intellectual. An emotional appeal speaks 
to the heart and/or encourages an affective response, while an intellectual appeal would encourage a 
cognitive and thoughtful response. For instance there is an emotional appeal in the pictures of 
smiling East Africans, showing happiness or using a picture of a baby donating his 1st birthday to 
the cause. It could be called emotional appeal when the post describes the “hard work” and how 
access to water can “change women’s lives” (IG2) encourages a reaction of sympathy. When c: w 
follows up on one boy seven years later, they use emotional appeal in telling this story of a boy who 
becomes a man (IG6).  
The other appeal used is intellectual as in “More than 50 million in Ethiopia don’t have clean 
water” (IG10), “(…) half the population doesn’t have access to clean water. Think about that. Then 
decide to make a difference” (IG11), and “It takes a lot of parts to bring clean water to people in 
need (…) All are important. What part will you play?” (IG15). The last one seems more thought-
provoking in its aim due to the fact that unlike many appeals to donors there is no link to the home 
page; it simply stops with the open-ended question. Basically the use of numbers, ratio, using an 
item symbolically/metaphorically, or straight out asking the user to think shows an intellectual 
appeal as opposed to emotional.    
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Instagram 11 
In the picture above using the fact that half of the population is without clean water and prompting 
to think in the text are paired with an image that shows a smiling, but poor family, therefore mixing 
the two appeals in one post.  
4.1.4	  Focus	  on	  Needs	  or	  Goals	  
The fourth aspect, is whether the focus lies on the needs side, or focuses on the goal. Needs focused 
posts are for instance “collecting water is hard work for women in the Sahel, but helping them is 
simple” (IG2), in Mozambique “getting water from the river (…) took so long that women (…) 
could only make one trip each day” (IG7), and 50 million or half the population of Ethiopia are in 
need (IG10, IG11). Goals focused posts are for example “clean water to 100,000 in the Sahel” 
(IG1), “$740,000 in donations raised together with Keurig” (IG4) and “Reaching 8 million steps 
by Clearlink” (IG8).   
    The choice to focus on a need or a goal is a strategic one. Focusing on needs may also be paired 
with a function of raising awareness by informing about the direness of the need and in some ways 
also connects to an emotional appeal or reeling in donations on the basis of sympathy. Focusing on 
goals is a different form of motivation, whereby the user is prompted to participate, donate, or 
campaign in order to contribute to the wider goal. Alternatively the focus on the goal serves to point 
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out the impact of c: w’s work.  
 
4.1.5	  Positioning	  With	  Pronouns	  	  
The final aspect and mode of description of the posts initiated by c: w is the use of pronouns and 
how they work to position the organization and users, with respect to one another, as well as to 
address users personally. An example is, “Join the other 2,775 people who’ve started fundraising 
campaigns” (IG3). C: w seeks to position the users reading the post closely with the 2,775 other 
campaigners, that is, to align supporters and potential supporters in an inclusionary tactic. This 
allows a user and potential donor to position him or herself with active donors. 
    IG10 states, “To you…To someone in Ethiopia…You can help change that”. The two viewpoints 
of potential donor/user and beneficiary are used to serve as a contrast, but also functions to urge the 
user to put him or herself in the shoes of “someone in Ethiopia”. The use of you also serves to 
address the user directly and personally. The same occurs in IG11, “Think about it, then make a 
difference”, but without the explicit use of you. The “think about it” it is in the command form, 
where the 2nd person is implicitly the addressee of the command. 
    IG13 states, “In honor of all we’ve been able to do together over the past eight years. You’ve 
helped us bring clean water…” The words “together”, “you‘ve helped us”, and “we” serve to align 
readers/supporters/potential donors with c: w. Here the two function as one unit, it is not just 
supporters giving to a cause, but in a sense that supporters are just as much movers as the 
organization is. It communicates that user/donor contributions are just as important as and enable c: 
w’s work in East Africa.  Also the emphasis on “you” and us”, aligns user/donor and the 
organization while also addressing the user/donor personally. Moreover, the “you” serves as a way 
to speak directly to the users reading the post. In addition to this communicative function, use of 
pronouns like “we”, “you”, and “us” are used to position users/donors closely to the organization, 
as well as to position potential donors and current donors closely. According to Coffin, aligning 
supporters with the organization or amongst themselves equalizes the relative social status between 
the two, while addressing users directly is a way to express closeness in terms of social distance 
(2006:22-23).  
4.1.6	  Sub-­‐conclusion	  
The first part of the analysis has helped us identify which different discourses are generated on c: 
w’s Instagram profile. From the details in the majority of the posts, we conclude that c: w seeks to 
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put the spotlight on the beneficiaries of their work, East Africans, only deviating in a few cases to 
spotlight water and then putting the people in the background. Additionally, c: w chooses to show 
positive pictures, with smiling people in a soft, natural light which depicts favorable conditions as 
opposed to say, a scorching desert. This is in contrast to focusing efforts on showing how tough life 
is in East Africa, for example by showing Ethiopian children emaciated from malnutrition and 
swarmed by flies. C: w’s established discourse has a more positive focus in contrast to showing dire 
need and the tough life.   
    They do use both strategies of focusing on needs as well as goals, however when they do focus 
on needs, they do not put huge efforts in conveying the harshness of life in East Africa, nor pull on 
emotional heart strings but instead share emotionally inspiring stories and gain sympathy for 
positive, smiling and perhaps more relatable beneficiaries. Instagram is not used to promote how 
great c: w are doing as an organization, but centered more on those who are receiving help and 
sometimes spotlighting supporters.  
    C: w encourages activism more than charity in that they prompt users to start campaigns more 
than for one-time donations. This is also the main function served by their posts. The social media 
platform is an entry point and users are referred to the home page to begin engaging in activism. In 
other words, c: w is using Instagram, as a social media platform, to direct people’s attention to their 
webpage, where the actual activism can start. In using the specific text “start a campaign” in the 
majority of posts, c: w also reiterates a mission that reflects an overall organizational strategy, using 
free agents who then reach out to their own network. This strategy is also one served well by social 
media, which is connecting users via their own network and connecting up to networks of other 
users of the platform.  
    All in all we have identified how c: w presents a discourse, which shows a positive picture of 
their work and tries to mobilize support. This is done by showing positive pictures of the 
beneficiaries of their work and by placing simple calls for action. In the next section we will 
analyze how these discourses generated by c: w are received and negotiated by the users. By doing 
so, we will be able to understand how this discourse is influenced and regenerated by user 
interactions, as a part of social interactions.	  	    
 
4.2	  Analysis	  of	  Comments	  and	  Interaction	  Where	   the	  previous	  analysis	   chapter	  examined how discourse is generated via posts on c: w’s 
Instagram profile, this part of the analysis will look at how the presented discourse is negotiated in 
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the comment box. First, this chapter will make a quantitative description of the collected data by 
showing the categorization and sub-categorization of the comments. Second, this part will 
qualitatively analyze selected comments to illustrate how discourse presented by c: w is negotiated 
through the interaction in the comment box. This part is structured into selected themes on the basis 
of the quantitative findings in our data.   
 
4.2.1	  Presentation	  of	  Data	  Within	   the	   covered	   time	   frame	   c:	   w	   made	   16	   posts	   on	   Instagram,	   which	   resulted	   in	   459	  comments	  in	  the	  comment	  box.	   	  	  
Overall	  distribution	  of	  comments	   	   The	   four	  main	   categories	   of	  the	   comments	   are:	   Positive	  
comments,	   neutral	  
comments,	   negative	  
comments	   and	   responses	   by	  
charity:	  water.	  A	  majority	  of	  the	   comments	   (67	   pct.)	   are	  positive	   while	   only	   three	  percent	  of	  the	  comments	  are	  negative.	   	  
	  	  	  The	   distribution	   of	   comments	   within	   each	   main	   category	   was	   made	   into	   subcategories	  afterwards.	   15	   sub-­‐categories	   were	   made	   to	   fit	   all	   comments	   contained	   in	   the	   four	   main	  categories.	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Positive	  comments	   	  	   The	  biggest	  share	  of	  positive	  comments	   (34	   pct.)	  concerns	   the	   actual	   content	  of	  the	  post	  rather	  than	  c:	  w’s	  overall	   work	   for	   example	   a	  positive	   comment	   about	   the	  photo.	   Another	   interesting	  point	  is	  the	  use	  of	  emoticons	  as	  positive	  expressions.	  	   	  	  	  
Neutral	  comments	   	  
	  24	   pct	   of	   the	   overall	  comments	   were	  categorized	   as	   neutral.	  These	  were	  tagging	  friends,	  were	   in	   other	   languages	  than	  English	  or	  spam.	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Critical	  comments	    
As with positive 
comments, the largest 
share of critical 
comments concerns 
the content of the 
post. The last third 
concerns c: w’s work, 
for an example in 
relation to the 
announced 
partnership with 
Keurig Green Mountain.    
 
 
Responses by Charity: water 
Appreciations make 
up the majority of the 
responses from c: w. 
Another fifth of the 
comments encourages 
activism, while some 
of them consist of 
both elements. Lastly, 
8 pct. of the 
comments are 
responses to questions 
regarding their work or statistical numbers presented by c: w.  
    These categorizations form the quantitative overview of the types of comments that are found in 
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the covered time frame. The following forms the qualitative description and analysis of selected 
comments to illustrate how the users negotiate discourse and meaning.  
 
4.2.2	  Charity:	  water’s	  Collaborations	  with	  External	  Partners	  
Some interesting critical comments about c: w’s collaborations with external partners can be found 
in relation to the announcement on Instagram of the campaign partnership between c: w and Keurig 
Green Mountain, an American manufacturer of coffee brewers. 
 
 
 Instagram 4 
 
As the caption indicates, the campaign consists of a partnership with Keurig Green Mountain that 
doubles every donation raised for clean drinking water in Ethiopia up to $740,000. Despite the 
donation, the announcement post results in several critical comments about the partnership.  
    Looking at the caption first in order to understand the critical comments, concepts from CDA can 
be applied. Textual semantics concerns the structure of the text and how the speaker forms the 
message of the text. The speakers in this instance are both c: w and the users engaged in 
commenting. Several messages can immediately be identified from the caption of the post. Besides 
introducing how the new fundraising collaboration campaign works, Keurig Green Mountain is 
introduced and described as “A generous supporter”, a perception that is challenged by the users in 
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the following comments. @carriechisme: “But Keurig has devastated the environment with its non-
recyclable plastic single use cups. Is this a good partnership? Happy for the donations to your 
cause, but make sure it’s not at the expense of something else” (Ibid.). It can be argued here that the 
user is exercising power in the conversation. Van Dijk defines information as a tool to gain power 
in social relations and to challenge discourses. @Carriechisme provides additional information 
about Keurig by accusing them of having devastating impacts on the environment, and thereby 
challenges the righteousness of including them in a campaign aimed at raising funds for providing 
clean water.  
    Social power, explained by Van Dijk, is a result of exercising control and influence over acts and 
minds of the members of groups. In other words, a group of people who share perspectives and 
ideas either in general or over certain issues is able to control and challenge discourses and 
meanings. In this instance, several people question c: w’s perception of Keurig Green Mountain, 
forming a group of like-minded people in the conversation. @rhododendra replies directly to 
@carriechisme: “@carriechisme I back your comment 100% This is a little disappointing to me”. 
Furthermore, @brenda_anne_ adds: “Wish they’d solve the Keurig cup garbage problem” and 
shares a link informing about this problem. 
    C: w does not repudiate these accusations about their newly introduced partner, leaving them 
unchallenged in the conversation. However, @vikharrison makes a reply to the three critical users: 
“@brenda_anne_ @carriechisme @rhododendra good news is, that KGM has set a sustainability 
goal of having 100% of their K-cups fully recyclable in 2020. You can check out 
keuriggreenmountain.com/sustainability for more”. The user hereby highlights that the company is 
already active in minimizing their negative impact on the environment. It can be argued that 
different users are trying to challenge or affect the perception of Keurig Green Mountain as a 
partner to c: w by providing additional information about their activities and the claims regarding 
the company’s negative environmental impacts. According to a CDA approach, language should be 
empirically analyzed within the context it occurs. Taking this into consideration, the critical users’ 
perceptions of the company may not reflect their overall perception of the company, but only the 
perception of the company as a part of a partnership with another company involved in promoting 
the access to a natural resource. This seems to be supported by the fact that one of the users 
underlines that she is happy for the donations and the cause and only questions the partnership. 
Hereby she raises negative concerns about Keurig Green Mountain while praising the overall 
objective. Windahl et al. argue that the cultural context plays a significant role in relation to 
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strategic communication on social media by emphasizing that the receivers belong to societal 
cultures that might are different from the sender’s. In this instance, the receiver’s context differ 
from c: w’s, since Keurig instead is seen as an organization with negative environmental impacts 
that is unfit to be a part of a campaign in favour of clean drinking water.      
    However, positive utterances about Keurig Green Mountain are also to be found; several of these 
about a personal relation to the company. The comment “@dasuya12 you drink this at work” by 
@djasminee has a reference to the use of their products, while the comment “So happy to hear a 
product I buy is so supportive” from @rdpz both refers to an existing use of their products while 
expressing a joy with the company’s engagement in charity.  
     Moreover, the textual semantics in two of the comments are formed by documentation, adding 
links, in order to supplement their arguments against and in favour of Keurig Green Mountain. By 
sharing knowledge, the users try to strengthen their argument by adding power to it through the 
sharing of information. None of information posted by the users is questioned leaving it undisputed 
in the conversation, while the only information that is questioned is the information provided by c: 
w themselves. It can therefore be argued that by not meeting the critical claims c: w loses power in 
the conversation since they do not intend or are not able to contradict the critical concerns about the 
partnership that the post informed about. As a result, the discourse around the new generous 
supporter is challenged and the additional information that gives power to the critical stand is also 
left unchallenged. 
    To sum up, presentation of the Keurig Green Mountain partnership results in a number of critical 
comments where c: w’s perception of their partner is challenged by the user who gains power in the 
conversation by providing additional information about the Keurig Green Mountain and thus 
challenges the discourse put out in the post.     
   
4.2.3	  Response	  to	  Emotional	  Appeal	  	  
As mentioned in the first part of the analysis, c: w uses an emotional appeal, in terms of pictures of 
smiling Africans and a focus on positive impacts of campaigns and the people who already support 
the organizations work. An interesting example is the picture of baby Quinn on IG12, where the 
users are responding directly to c: w’s emotional appeal by showing a smiling baby. 
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Instagram 12 
 
The picture shows a baby called Quinn followed by a caption speaking from the infant's point of 
view wishing kids in all countries a happy life on the occasion of his birthday. This is followed by 
an encouragement to donate just 1$ to charity, a reference to the infant’s age. C: w is hereby using 
an emotional appeal as a method to persuade people to donate. 
    The post resulted in the following comment from the user @jackiedunnsmith: “This is a great 
cause, and I love what @charitywater does. However….does anyone else get amazingly annoyed 
when people put words in an infant’s mouth? (((Shudder)))”. In this case the method backlashes on 
c: w, getting criticism for this specific way of addressing potential donors. The user 
@jackiedunnsmith is criticizing the content of the post, referring to how c: w is using an infant and 
putting words in the baby mouth. The comment is using reinforcing words such as “amazingly” and 
“love” to emphasize the positive and negative aspects of the comment. 
Furthermore @jackiedunnsmith tries to seek support for her stance, but saying “(...) ….does anyone 
else get amazingly annoyed (...)”. Before presenting her stance, the user tries to reach out for other 
users who might share the same opinion, which results in another comment from the user 
@kieramk: “@jackiedunnsmith Not just you, I think it’s super weird. Glad they’re raising the 
money, though”. Both the critique and praise of c: w is supported in the reply from @kieramk.  
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    It is important to notice that both users are by praising c: w’s work in general, even by tagging 
the organizations profile in the beginning of the comment, but adding a critique of their specific 
fundraising methods using an emotional appeal. It is not their work that is being criticised, but their 
strategy in which they use a baby to raise money for clean water.   
    This post is indirectly promoting the organization’s strategy of birthday campaigns, where the 
users are encouraged to use their birthday to start their own fundraising campaign. Therefore, it can 
also be argued that the critique rather is addressed at the campaigning method. However, we can not 
determine whether the two users commenting on this post are aware of this campaign strategy. The 
users do not refer directly to the campaign making it plausible that the comment is only addressed 
to the content where the caption is told from the viewpoint of the infant – the emotional appeal. 
    This is an example of c: w’s strategic communication, aiming to raise money for clean water. In 
this case, the fundraising discourse presented is trying to evoke emotion. The appeal is a direct call 
for action, a request to donate. C: w is hoping that people’s emotions will persuade them to act. 
What is complex when communicating on social media is the fact that you reach a large amount of 
people. As stated by Windahl et al. values and opinion differ and not all people receive emotional 
appeals in the same way. Appealing to emotions becomes a challenge, when the larger amount of 
users can be characterized by heterogeneity. While @jackiedunnsmith and @kieramk react 
negatively to the approach, other users clearly react positively to the post by commenting, 
@Lisniels85: “I love this!!!” and @nei.cruz: “Adorable! Happy Birthday, Quinn! (Balloon 
emoticon)”. The discourse presented by c: w is hereby negotiated by the users, who are both 
agreeing and disagreeing on the presented post and its appeal. According to our understanding of 
CDA, it is important to see the discourse in relation to the context in which it is presented. The 
discourse is not only concerned with the production, but also the consumption of the text and the 
interpretation. Therefore, the discourse must be seen within the social context in which it is found, 
not in isolation. The discourse is not only what is posted by c: w, but has a dynamic and negotiable 
character, since the user’s comments also affect how another user receives and understands the post.  
    The conversation does not further develop and c: w does not address the critique. As mentioned 
with the Keurig Green Mountain collaboration, by being absent in the conversation c: w does not 
manage to meet the critical comments. As a result the use of an emotional appeal is challenged, and 
the critical comments are left unanswered.   
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4.2.4	  Response	  to	  Intellectual	  Appeal	  	  
In the previous analysis chapter, the use of intellectual appeal in several of c: w’s posts was 
identified. Later, we could also identify that several of the user comments concerned this appeal, 
i.e., in terms of discussing the factual numbers concerning c: w’s field of work.  
   Instagram 10 presents the fact, that “(…) More than 50 million people in Ethiopia don’t have 
clean water (…)”. This post starts a conversation about c: w using numbers without referring to 
sources. Here c: w tries to create a discourse about a great need for clean water in Ethiopia. This is 
based on stating facts, which are then questioned by the users. @elizabetholms asks, “Where do you 
get the 50 million from. Are you saying that 60% of Ethiopia doesn’t have clean water?” Based on 
this, she takes a critical stand on the numbers presented, and hereby challenges the discourse 
presented by c: w. By questioning the numbers, she doubts the extent of the problem. 
   Another user, @caelin_mkaa answers, “@elizabetholms indeed. It’s probably a bit more. Those 
types of countries unfortunately if you don’t have the money you don’t get clean water”. Hereby she 
reinforces the discourse presented by c: w, saying that it is probably a bit more than 50 million, 
emphasizing the extent of the need for clean water. 
   The question is later addressed by @cubbygraham, who works for c: w, “(...) hey Elizabeth, I’d 
have to check with our team. These numbers are always getting updated as things change. I believe 
that specific statistic is from the World Health Organization. They typically conduct the research 
for those types of statistic. Really appreciate your support. Hope you are having an awesome 
Thursday!” 
    A social media platform such as Instagram gives the users the possibility to openly comment on 
the missing source for the numbers, hereby challenging the background for c: w’s post. In this sense 
@elizabetholms is writing a negative comment. At the same time, her comment presents a 
possibility for c: w to respond. @Caelin_mkaa and @Cubbygraham reply on her comment, and 
hereby start negotiating the presented discourse. Having an open discussion about facts can help 
enhancing the transparency of c: w’s work, and trust and transparency is increasingly important for 
NGOs to build relationships and create support. However, @cubbygraham writes that he will check 
with the team, but he never gets back with an answer. We cannot know the reason for this, but it is 
interesting that he engages in the conversations, while not completely following through. 
   The conversation continues on the following post, which states “In Ethiopia, more than half of 
the population doesn’t have access to clean water. Think about that. Then decide to make a 
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difference” (IG11). @elizabetholms raises a similar question about the trustworthiness of the 
numbers presented. This time, other users confirm the legitimacy of her question: 
@elizabetholms: “How did you get that assumption that over half of the population doesn’t have 
clean water?” 
@jossyz: “@elizabetholms I really appreciate what they are doing there on the ground, but I was 
gonna ask the same question”. 
    Also in this case, others users are commenting, reinforcing c: w’s presented discourse: 
@natbostow: “@elizabetholms I sincerely doubt that it is an assumption. I’m sure charity water 
does its research. Since they are on the ground in Ethiopia ya know doing something.” 
@mj_apples: “@elizabetholms one of many sources…. http://water.org/country/ethiopia/”  
When different users are backing each other’s comments, it could be argued that they are competing 
for power in the discussion. According to Van Dijk social power can be seen in terms of control. 
Groups have more power if they are able to convince others of their opinion, based on for example 
information, which is what @mj_apples is trying to do.  
    According to Fairclough, what happens in the comments can be seen as a discursive practice 
concerned with the production and consumption of text presented by c: w, and the following 
negotiating of the discourse occurs as an interplay between how the post is presented and the 
interpretation from the users. The discourse c: w presents is the huge need for clean water in 
Ethiopia, while @elizabetholms is negotiating and challenging this, by raising questions about the 
validity of the numbers. 
    The conversation shows a difference between the two approaches to the discourse presented. 
Where @elizabetholms and @jossyz question the trustworthiness of the numbers @natbostow and 
@mj_apples trust the information they are given by c: w. This is an example of how users not just 
look at content differently, but understand the same content in different ways and therefore need to 
strategically negotiate in order to align their “world view” to the content at hand. @natbostow 
highlights the fact that c: w are running operations in the area, which gives them credibility to 
convey information about the extent of the problem. Moreover, @mj_apples tries to support the 
numbers in the post and to convince @elizabetholms that the numbers are real by linking to an 
additional source confirming the numbers. This source is rejected by @elizabetholms, who makes a 
somewhat self-contradicting comment based on her earlier comments: “@mj_apples I went to that 
page and it doesn’t have any sources for where they get that statistic. I’m not doubting the number 
I’d just like to know how they came up with it.” 
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    Based on this, it can be argued that she does not doubt the facts are true, but instead she specifies 
her argument as a greater need of transparency in order to appear reliable as an organization. 
The stance is also challenged by @slegesse: “@elizabetholms I agree that’s it’s important to be 
particular when it comes to statistic, but I think the post’s main goal was to illustrate that it is dire 
over there (...)”. 
    One might say that both users are agreeing on the importance of reliable statistics, but the last 
comment argues that the main goal is to illustrate the situation. Hereby, @slegesse is reinforcing the 
discourse presented by c: w, where the main focus in the original post is centred around the 
problems Ethiopia is facing in terms of the lack of access to clean water rather than detailed 
statistics. Again, this shows how users pay attention to different things in the exact same post. This 
can be explained because discourses are social, and a negotiation of meaning encompasses elements 
as values, meaning and beliefs, which are linked to individual’s interpretations. 
    This conversation is an example of the two-way communication described by Gulbrandsen and 
Just. The communication process cannot be seen as just a transmission of information from c: w to 
the receiver, but it is instead a collective process, where the dynamic of communication is an 
ongoing interaction where the users are debating the information they get. The NGO is not just 
passing on information, but this information is actively received and negotiated by the users. Social 
media opens up for collaboration, but as mentioned, a collaborative process does not necessarily 
lead to consensus. In this example the users are taking different stands, and with their statements 
they are participating in the creation and negotiating meaning of the discourse presented by c: w. 
 
4.2.5	  Interaction	  Between	  Users	  
In the following section, we will analyze how users are interacting with each other on c: w’s 
Instagram profile. The interactions mainly concern their involvement, knowledge, ideology and 
personal values related to c: w’s posts. 
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Instagram 10 
 
One example of user interaction is seen on Instagram 10, where the posted content displays a 
picture of a glass overflowing with water. The user @brett_rogers7 raises a concern: “I dislike 
being so critical for such an inspirational post and if it didn't look like the water was spewing over 
and out of the glass is being wasted or contaminated by dirty hands I probably would feel at ease 
about this photo. I hope there is some type of water catch or container that eliminates a lot of this 
overflow and prevents further contamination. I fully support your mission. Fresh water for 
everyone”. What the user is criticizing is the assumed waste or contamination of water, when c: w 
is working exactly with ensuring clean water. Another user, @trillsince96til, who addresses the 
criticism simply by stating, “I second that”, backs the argument. As in earlier cases, we also see a 
discrepancy between the users perception of the posts, e.g. @amotheraboveall, who responds to the 
two first comments by saying, “Wrong to me it looks soooooo refreshing, cold and CLEAN”.  
    This is yet another example of user interaction, which is similar to examples presented 
previously. Here, users are both amplifying each other’s critique as well as challenging each other’s 
perceptions of the posts. In collaboration they are negotiating the presented discourse. It is 
important to remember that the collaborative process according to Gulbrandsen and Just can lead to 
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both disagreement as well as agreement, which is what we are seeing when the users are debating 
their interpretation of the posts.  
    In the example above, the users are criticising the composition of the picture. What we notice 
about the user interactions, it that when they are debating a specific post, they are often criticising 
the content, be it facts, emotional appeal or the composition of the image. However, they still praise 
c: w’s work, hereby debating how the discourse is presented but not c: w’s work in general.  
    What is important is that the users are often interacting with each other, and c: w is rarely 
involved in the conversations. In these cases the negotiation of discourse is largely outside the 
control of the organization. In the example above, the initial criticism from the user @brett_rogers 
is not addressed by c: w (IG10). In the case with baby Quinn, c: w did not reply on any critical 
comments either (IG12). Moreover, in the example of collaboration with Keurig, which might be 
one of the biggest sources of critique and debate that occurs in our data, c: w is not taking any stand 
(IG4). What is important to remember with communication on social media, is that it can not be 
seen as a transmission, but as a collective and ongoing interaction. C: w is not only passing on 
information, but the interaction between users means an negotiating of the meaning and presented 
discourse. The interactions show that the users are not passively consuming content created by c: w, 
but playing an active role in generating and debating the post, and hereby adding other meanings to 
it. 
    Another example of user interaction can be seen on Instagram 7. The picture shows an African 
women carrying water, while the text explains how long it took to get water from the river to the 
village and how c: w helped getting clean water in Mozambique, so that now women have access to 
clean water in the village. The user @instagram439 comments: “I want to move to Africa and help 
there. I’m tired of this American life, I want to help my Christian brothers and sisters...”. Another 
user, @jessie_03 engages in the conversation by asking if he has ever been to Africa before, and 
adding her personal opinion saying “It’s a beautiful country (Emoticon smiley) the people are 
beautiful and so humble (praying hands emoticon)”.  @instagraham439 replies and expresses his 
regret that he has never been there. He elaborates on the matter by stating that “(...) I wish we could 
be humble, when I met the homeless Christians in Chicago, they were so nice and happy. I wish 
people could be more like them lol @jessie_03”.  
    Even though the two users are taking the conversation away from water and accessibility, which 
is the discourse presented in the post, they are still reacting on the content. The difference to the 
earlier examples is that those are conversations directly related to the very specific contents in the 
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post, while this conversation deals with negotiation of a more overarching discourse, that is, 
philanthropic work for people in need. It is also interesting how @instagraham439 relates c: w's 
work to his own experience with "homeless Christians", in essence categorically putting all of these 
in the same philanthropic box, characterized by NGO work generally.  
    The previous user interactions also started with a somewhat negative comment, while Instagram 
7 only receives positive comments. The important similarity is that the users are reacting to a 
discourse presented through text and images, which evokes certain emotions in them. Though this 
example has a different character, it is the same mechanisms, where users are interacting on the 
base of a presented post, negotiating a meaning through interaction. As stated earlier, the users are 
using the information to make sense of the world around them. They are understanding the 
discourse from their own point of view, using the interaction as a means of sense-making, 
interpreting and forming messages which are useful tools in social action. In other words, user 
interpretations, negotiations and challenging in the form of comments are strategies used to make 
sense of texts when there is a disagreement between the worldview presented in the text and the 
user's own worldview. Thus participation by commenting can potentially change the discourse 
presented, or is dynamically constitutive of the discourse at hand. 
 
Whether it is positive or negative comments sparking the interaction between users, in the end it 
affects the discourse. By interacting and active contributing to the production and negotiating of the 
discourse, the users are creating new meanings. As stated by Gulbrandsen and Just, meaning does 
not lie comfortably within any single utterance, but arises in and through the collaborative process 
of weaving utterances together. In these cases we have looked at how users are interacting with 
each other, negotiating the discourse, while we in the next sub-chapter will analyze the interaction 
between users and c: w.  
 
4.2.6	  Interactions	  Between	  charity:	  water	  and	  Users	  	  
Another set of interactions in the comment box are those taking place between c: w and the users. 
However, the responses are not sent directly from c: w’s own Instagram profile, the sender of the 
original posts, but instead from the user @cubbygraham. A closer look at the profile indicates that 
he is “community builder” at c: w. His affiliation with the organization is seen clearly in his 
interaction with the users. What is mostly common for his comments is that they express 
appreciation, encouragement or answering factual questions rather than addressing critique. 
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Therefore, the interaction between c: w and the users most often centers around “soft” topics, for 
example when users are expressing a motivation to be active.  
   An example of this is seen on Instagram 15 where the post depict a series of tools, arguably used 
as a metaphor for the work that needs to be done in the caption: “It takes a lot of parts to bring 
clean water to people in need. Some are big. Some are small. All are important. What part will you 
play?”   
 
Instagram 15 
 
The post results in a comment from @megdropsoup, who is asking if the organization teaches 
people to use the tools shown in the post. The questions are asked by putting her own experience 
with humanitarian work in Africa into perspective: “@charitywater Do you train people in these 
communities how to repair the water source? Working in rural Zambia, it’s one of the most 
frustrating situations when our donated borehole breaks and no one within 40km can fix it. The 
village is completely dependent on those who gave the borehole.” 
   In this case, @cubbygraham replies to her question/concern by stating that “Yep! Our local 
partners train the local community. And when bigger problems arise, we have a system in place 
called pipeline to ensure that water continues to flow. You can learn more about it at 
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charitywater.org/pipeline”.  
    An interesting thing here is that the post is answered by c: w in contradiction to several of the 
other user questions examined earlier. One might argue, that the question itself does not criticize c: 
w but the user instead try to identify herself with the organization by including her experience with 
humanitarian work, also related to providing clean water for people in Africa. 
    As indicated in the sub-categorizations of comments related to responses by c: w, most replies 
either encourage people to get involved or shows appreciation with the users existing support.  
    A common type of comment from @cubbygraham, can be seen on Instagram 7. The user 
@mata_tou_2u is commenting “This is amazing!!!! Thank you @charitywater U guys are True 
HEROES..saving lives..” and Cubby replies: “@mata_tou_2u we couldn’t do it without our 
awesome supporters who campaign at my.charitywater.org. Really appreciate your support”. This 
is a clear example of how he shows appreciation, giving the supporters credit for their efforts often 
by using words as “awesome” to emphasize his gratitude to the their engagement. It can be argued 
that this can be seen as a way to use language to establish interpersonal relations with the users by 
meeting them equal through the use of similarly loaded adjectives and rather informal toned 
language in his responses. This assumption seems to be further supported by the fact that he speaks 
on behalf of the organization as a private person rather than through the organization, enabling a 
dialogue between people instead of between people and the organization.  
   Another typical comment from @cubbygraham, is when he encourages people to start their own 
fundraising campaign. This is either by answering a specific question on how to help as seen on 
Instagram 11, where the user @kinerjones asks how to donate and @cubbygraham answers: 
“@kinerjones you can by going to charitywater.org and starting your own fundraising campaign or 
simply making a one time donation. Really appreciate your support. It’s makes such a huge 
impact”. Or when he is replying on comments where people show interest for their work or charity 
in general as seen on Instagram 14 where @yogayoe.id says, “I want to take part in charity :D” 
and @cubbygraham replies that it is super easy and only takes a few moments to set up a 
fundraising campaign at my.charitywater.org.  
   It can be argued that both @cubbygraham’s use of words and how he emphasizes the ease of 
getting involved to the users expresses inclusiveness to the users, especially in cases where the user 
questions and comments have a more positive nature. This shapes positive stances from both sides 
of the conversation enabling interaction with a low degree of social distance.   
	   52	  
   Summing up, the interactions between c: w and users differ in some ways from the interaction 
between the users. Some of them share a positive nature, which is especially seen in the interaction 
between c: w and the users. The simple observation is that in most cases c: w does not address 
critical comments and therefore never enables a critical conversation between the organization and 
the users, that therefore is only unfolded in the interaction between users. However, the process of 
discourse negotiation in the post and comments is not a one-way transmission of information but a 
collaborative process - with or without c: w’s participation. This questions the whole idea about 
social media as being participatory and a two-way communication medium since the organization 
can decide when to respond and what kind of conversations to engage in.  
 
4.2.7	  Sub-­‐conclusion	  
This analysis part shows, that the presented discourse by c: w is highly negotiated by their followers 
on Instagram and hereby no longer controllable by the organization. Especially their partnership 
with Keurig Green Mountain results in a number of critical comments. Also the different types of 
appeal, both intellectual and emotional are debated amongst users. We see how users are both 
reinforcing the discourse while other challenge it, which is a process that does not necessarily lead 
to consensus, as the negotiation of discourses encompasses values and beliefs linked to the 
individual. The analysis shows how communication on Instagram is often a two-way and 
collaborative process, where the users are not passively consuming content created by c: w, but 
playing an active role in generating and debating the post, and hereby adding other meanings to it. 
In other words, it shows how the discursive practice is concerned with both the production and 
consumption of text as first presented by c: w, and the negotiating of the discourse that follows as 
the interplay between how the post is presented and the interpretation from the users. When viewing 
the entirety of posts and comments as one text, the constitutive nature is also apparent, as user 
comments dynamically change the text when seen as a whole. Having said that, the analysis also 
shows that seeing social media as a two-way communication medium is not always the case in 
reality, since c: w can decide what type of conversations to engage in.  
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5.0	  Discussion	  
In our analysis we have seen how c: w uses Instagram, to display a positive picture about their work 
and to mobilize support. What is interesting when we look at the comments and conversations is 
firstly, that the majority of the comments are positive. Secondly, when the users post a negative 
comment, they are often referring to the particular content of the post, for instance to a partnership 
rather than to c: w’s overall work. Another key finding is that c: w chooses to enter positive 
conversations, while they do not enter critical conversations. 
   In the following part we want to touch on issues concerning the discursive practice and power 
relations to view our findings in relation to a critical discourse perspective. Furthermore, we want to 
discuss the challenges that lie in NGOs’ use of social media platforms. The purpose is not to come 
up with exhaustive conclusions but to shed light on our findings by including important 
considerations from our theoretical framework.   
 
First of all, the discourse presented by c: w becomes dynamic when it takes place on a social media 
platform, meaning that it becomes a part of a social practice, a negotiation and collaborative process 
of meaning creation. The users’ engagement in the conversations can be seen as a form of sense-
making and a process of interpretation.  
    The interactions on c: w’s Instagram profile show that the users are not passively consuming 
content created by c: w but instead playing an active role by debating the post, adding other 
meanings to it. This could give the impression that the users possess power by having the 
opportunity to raise their opinion directly to c: w. This is one of the aspects of social media, which 
is often praised - how it invites to interaction and transforms people from readers into active 
creators.  
 
However, it is important to emphasize that power relations are still at play, as c: w chooses only to 
engage in certain conversations. This lead us to the question of how much the conversations on c: 
w’s Instagram page really affect the work of the organization? Indeed the users have the power to 
criticize, for instance c: w’s partnership with Keurig. But we do not see anywhere that c: w stopped 
the partnership due to the critique on Instagram, or even responded to the negative comments. This 
supports the idea that c: w still possesses absolute power when it comes to actual decision-making, 
as well as power over when to respond and what kind of conversations to engage in. It can be 
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argued that the users are active participants through their comments and hereby negotiate the 
presented discourses. But our findings do not indicate that they have power on any part of decision 
making regarding c: w’s organization strategy as a whole.   
 
As mentioned by Gulbrandsen and Just, social media are not centrally controlled. When an 
organization uses social media, they give up control. As soon as they post content there is a 
possibility that people will share negative comments and perspectives on the organization’s work, 
which can be damaging. Although most of the comments on c: w’s Instagram posts were positive, 
we also found negative responses to i.e. their collaboration with Keurig and their use of an 
emotional appeal in the baby Quinn case. These comments affect the original discourse presented 
by c: w, as the newest viewers will include these comments in their interpretation of the post. Our 
findings show that c: w does not engage in negative conversations. This can be problematic, as it is 
important for organizations to engage with critics who have legitimate concerns. “Refusing to 
engage in conversations, particularly critical ones, doesn’t mean the criticism doesn’t exist; it just 
means the organization is not willing to listen to it and engage with the critic” (Fine & Kanter 
2010:64). Having said that, it is important to remember that user participation can lead to agreement 
as well as disagreement. Legitimate critique should be allowed, and the conversation on c: w’s 
Instagram page does not have to end in a form of consensus. C: w might not agree in the criticism, 
but leaving it unanswered does not mean it is not there.  
    What is important is that the NGO listens to the users, as this is a strategic tool for building 
relationships. What we see is that c: w does not reply on criticism. Having said that, we cannot 
know if the criticism is taken into consideration by the organization. Omitting mention of Keurig in 
the 3rd post about “unlocking” donations is an indication that c: w listened to the critique, but we 
cannot confirm this without directly asking the organization. Nevertheless, by refraining from 
replying the users, they pass up the opportunity to engage in an open dialogue.  
    If we look at social media’s potential as a two-way communication medium from a more critical 
point of view, and more specifically the idea of social media as platforms for participation, the 
image is maybe not as positive as one might assume. Our case is an example of how different 
actors, in this case c: w, still has power to choose to engage in positive conversations, while staying 
away from critique. The users might influence the discourse, but one might ask, how much this 
means in the end? 
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A question that arises when looking at our findings is to what extent c: w lives up to their own 
social media strategy. According to the organization their online strategy is to inspire people, to 
provide a platform for making an impact and lastly to show supporters the difference they make. 
The keypoint is how to inspire people to spend their time and energy on fundraising for clean water. 
It is clear, that they use Instagram to create a platform for inspiration and to show the results of their 
work.  
    If we look at the distribution of comments, we stated that 67 pct. of the overall comments were 
positive, a number that might be higher due to the uncertainty of some of the neutral comments.  
Based on that, one might argue that they manage to create a platform for broad support by posting 
content resulting in a large amount of positive feedback. If we look at the different types of content, 
we also stated that several of the posts contained calls for action. One could therefore argue, that c: 
w’s use of Instagram is mostly for information, inspiration and encouragement. As our first part of 
the analysis also shows, the generated discourse is a positive picture of their work and a call for 
action.  
    When we look at c: w’s engagement in the conversations on Instagram, we ask ourselves whether 
they are using the platform to its full potential. The platform opens up for both positive and 
negative comments, but they do not manage - or choose - to engage with the criticism. However, 
that might not be c: w’s purpose with their use of Instagram. If we relate this to Fine and Kanter’s 
ideas about the Networked Nonprofit, Instagram is used by c: w to share their passion for the cause 
and show the positive results of their work. By having 232,000 followers on the platform, the 
emphasis on positive photos and the feature to also add a text with a call for action, makes 
Instagram a suitable platform for spreading information and inspiration. In that sense they are 
building capacity outside the organization, by focusing on the beneficiaries and the mission to bring 
clean water to developing countries, while not focussing on the organization itself. They are 
focusing on posting pretty pictures, which receive positive feedback, and getting people to like 
them, to tag friends and hereby share the photos with their online network. 
    If we look at this from a critical point of view, one critique of social media is their ability to 
manipulate users. Any organization that is active on social media arguably has the potential to 
exploit users to their own advantage. Scholars such as Andrejevic (2011:90) claim that activity 
which generates value for others, can be seen as a form of exploitation. In this sense c: w exploits 
their users to share their content with their own online network. This is opposite to what Fine and 
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Kanter would argue is a positive aspect of social media, as it allows for connecting people with 
shared interests and to cultivate networks. The same idea links further to c: w's use of free agents, 
where a large number of individuals are using their own network to raise money for the cause. 
    Planned communication is not always an attempt to exercise power, and to make the users act the 
way the organization wants them to. Another aim can be to activate a public so that it becomes 
more powerful, liberated and emancipated (Windahl et al. 2009:218). Moreover a reason for having 
a dialogue is that the organization can learn from the users, get feedback on certain actions and 
make strategic decisions based on that.  
 
Our analysis of c: w shows us, that when working strategically with communication on social 
media, there are both foreseen and unforeseen effects. These can be both dysfunctional and negative 
as well as functional and positive. Praising and positive comments add value to the organization, 
while negative comments may challenge the organization’s image. Therefore the NGO should be 
careful when engaging in social media. The NGO produces a discourse, which is displayed on its 
social media platform, but then takes on a life on its own. As soon as people start commenting, 
collaboratively negotiating and recreating the meaning, the discourse can change. As stated by 
Gulbrandsen and Just, no one has control online. The NGO faces a challenge since it cannot know 
what kind of meaning will be interpreted or produced from the original posted content.   
    What is important when using social media platforms is listening and engagement as means to 
build relationships; social media creates endless possibilities, methods and techniques for 
organizations to engage with the users. The NGO can share information, enter or initiate 
conversations, thank people for their efforts or ask for donations. The task for NGOs social media 
communication is creating a balance - balancing the dual purposes of the communication and the 
participation involving openness. Planned communication will always have an aim of influencing 
the receiver. On social media, it is not a passive receiver but an active and contributing co-creator. 
The field of planned communication on social media is wider and more complex, and hereby 
presents new challenges in relation to the number of people who participate in the conversation 
about the NGO, which requires capacity for community engagement and listening.  
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6.0	  Conclusion	  
For the purpose of concluding, we will restate our research question.  
 
How are different discourses on charity: water generated by the NGO on their Instagram profile, 
and how are these discourses negotiated by the interactions amongst social media users and the 
interactions between the users and the NGO on Instagram?   
 
The first part of the research question is aimed at how c: w generates different discourses through 
their posted content on Instagram. These discourses are established through content that shows 
overall positive stories about the work, often through the point of view of those who benefit from 
their work, and making calls for action.   
    It can therefore be concluded that c: w creates discourses by posting various content emphasizing 
mainly on creating positive stories about providing clean drinking water and by encouraging the 
users to support the cause.  
 
The second part deals with the negotiation of discourse. The perception of the discourses was 
mostly positive, which could be seen in our data where 67 pct. of the comments were categorized as 
positive. We saw several examples of interaction between the organization and the users and 
amongst the users, both confirming the generated discourse. However, we also saw examples where 
the generated discourse was negotiated through negative user comments. Examples of negotiations 
concerned the posted content, partnerships and statistics provided by c: w. These comments were 
not addressed by c: w, and were therefore left unchallenged in the conversation. 
    As a conclusion, even though the perceptions of the generated discourse were positive overall, 
the discourse was still negotiated by some users who questioned the content posted by c: w. These 
negotiations were seen in comments addressed directly to c: w, which remained unanswered in the 
conversation. Lastly, the users also supported each other in addressing these critique points.  
    These findings should also be seen in the light of the power relations that are still apparent in 
these conversations. Even though c: w does not respond to the critique, they still have absolute 
power to determine to what extent they consider this feedback in organizational decision-making.  
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Based on our findings we can conclude that a social media site such as Instagram does not provide a 
platform where all meaning is centralized and put out by one actor. This negotiation of discourse 
does not have to end with a consensus, and the fact that critique is not addressed does not mean that 
it does not exist. We can conclude that c: w live up to their own strategy by providing a platform for 
making calls for action and receive broad support in return. This seems to be the case based on the 
number of funds they raise online and the percentage amount of positive comments. However, 
listening and engaging in conversations is important for building relationships. Therefore we can 
also conclude that c: w does not use social media to its fullest potential in their use of their 
Instagram page based purely on our data sample.   
 
 
The findings in this project open up several options for further research. One option would be to 
widen the scope by extending our data set to a longer period of time in order to see if our findings 
are representative of how c: w engages with Instagram. Similarly, we could examine a wider array 
of platforms that c: w works with to see if our findings can be duplicated across platforms, given 
their different affordances and features. Another option is to widen the scope of this project with a 
comparative case study with another organization’s use of Instagram and/or other platforms. This 
type of angle would allow us to come closer to generalizing our findings more broadly to NGO’s 
use of social media. The other avenue is to pursue our data and findings further. This could be done 
by conducting qualitative in-depth interviews with the users to give a deeper understanding of their 
perception of c: w’s online content, as well as an understanding of their reasons for engaging with 
c: w. Another option is to ask c: w how they decide to engage in conversations and what kind of 
value they see in these conversations. This can give a get a better understanding of their social 
media strategy and how they see the potential in the use of social media.These questions are 
inspired by the findings in this project but will stay open for now. 	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